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INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  assure  that  full  assessment  of  the 
human  environment  and  of  environmental  goals  are  met  when  considering  whether 
or  not  to  develop  highway  improvements. 

This  study  is  an  analysis  of  the  environmental,  social  and  economic  con- 
sequences of  a  proposed  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  near  the  present 
Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  which  is  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.   The  study  was  re- 
quested of  the  Department  of  Highways,  State  of  Montana  by  the  Commissioners 
of  Chouteau,  Fergus,  and  Blaine  Counties  and  was  supported  by  them  with  an 
allotment  of  approximately  $21,000  from  county  Secondary  Road  Funds.   The 
purpose  of  this  project  is  to  upgrade  Montana  Secondary  Route  No.  236  to  an 
all  weather,  year  around  route  between  Chouteau  and  Fergus  Counties,  with  a 
year  around  county  road  developed  between  Chouteau  and  Blaine  Counties  to 
provide  improved  access  for  southern  Blaine  county  to  F.A.S.  No.  236  and 
points  south. 

The  present  ferry  system  normally  operates  from  March  to  October,  weather 
permitting.   Ice  prevents  operation  during  the  winter.   Low  water  conditions  due 
to  drought,  irrigation  and  upstream  flood  control  and  the  formation  of  a  mid- 
stream sand  bar  at  the  Lohse  -P.N.  Ferry  site  makes  for  unreliable  summer 
service. 
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SUMMARY  SHEET 

I.   TYPE  OF  ACTION 

(X)  Administrative  (  )  Legislative 

(  )  Draft  (X)  Final 

(  )  Environmental  Statement 

(X)  Combination  Environmental /Section  4(f)  Statement 

II .  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  deals  with  the  study  of  a  proposed  bridge  crossing  of 
the  Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.   This  site  is  at  the 
county  line  between  Chouteau  and  Fergus  counties  on  Montana  Secondary 
Route  No.  236.   The  bridge  would  span  the  river  at  the  present  location 
of  the  Lohse  -  P.  N.  Ferry  and  would  replace  this  ferry  service.  Another1 
ferry,  Jensen  or  Stafford,  some  12  miles  downstream  would  also  be  removed 
from  service  upon  completion  of  the  structure  and  a  connecting  county 
road  between  Chouteau  and  Blaine  Counties.   The  connecting  road  would  be 
on  the  north  side  of  the  river  and  run  approximately  parallel  to  the  river 
and  about  %  to  2%  miles  north  of  the  river. 

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  primary  environmental  impacts  revolve  around  the  provision  of  an 
improved  transportation  corridor  through  a  presently  isolated  area.   The 
Missouri  River  is  not  spanned  by  a  structure  from  Fort  Benton  to  the  Fred 
Robinson  Bridge  on  U.  S.  191,  a  distance  of  125  miles. 

To  those  who  float  the  river,  or  otherwise  enjoy  its  primitive  setting 
the  structure  is  an  intrusion.   It  will  represent  a  symbol  of  man's  presence 
that  has  heretofore  not  existed.   Aesthetically  it  is  viewed  as  a  blight  on 
the  pristine  environment. 

On  the  other  hand,  to  those  living  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
structure,  it  represents  increased  accessibility  to  areas  previously  blocked 
by  nature.   It  provides  a  new  year  around  traffic  corridor  for  central  Montana. 
It  will  open  new  markets  to  the  residents  and  businesses  in  the  area. 


Construction  of  the  project  will  provide  an  all  weather  road  where 
in  the  past  only  independable  ferry  service  has  existed.   This  will  un- 
doubtedly stimulate  increased  traffic  volumes  through  the  area.  With 
the  increased  traffic  will  come  more  tourists,  more  recreationalists, 
more  through  traffic,  more  litter,  more  demand  for  improvement  of  the 
connecting  roads,  and  many  other  both  desirable  and  undesirable  con- 
sequences depending  upon  each  individuals  point  of  view. 

That  portion  of  the  Missouri  from  Fort  Benton  to  the  Fred  Robinson 
Bridge  is  currently  being  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act.  However,  the  proposed  structure  would  not  be  prohibited  by 
the  Act. 

The  Missouri  at  this  point  is  considered  to  be  a  navigable  river. 
The  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  is  responsible  for  reviewing  structures  crossing 
such  waters  and  they  have  been  contacted  during  the  environmental  impact 
statement  review  process.  All  requirements  of  the  Coast  Guard  will  be 
met  in  the  design  of  the  project. 

In  the  original  planning  for  the  project  it  was  found  that  a  small 
tract  of  park  land  might  be  involved  which  would  necessitate  the  inclusion 
of  a  Section  1653(f),  formerly  4(f),  determination.   The  draft  environmental 
statement  was  written  based  upon  taking  a  portion  of  the  park.   It  has  since 
been  determined  that  for  a  small  increase  in  cost  the  park  land  can  be  avoided 
and,  therefore,  although  the  final  statement  includes  information  relative  to 
the  park,  there  is  no  longer  any  taking  from  this  tract  and  the  Section  1653(f) 
determination  is  no  longer  applicable. 
IV.  ALTERNATES 

In  view  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  the  most  seriously 
debated  alternates  have  been  the  "build"  or  "no-build"  alternatives.  Very 
little  preference  has  been  expressed  with  regard  to  location  alternatives 
with  the  possible  exception  of  the  Section  4(f)  question. 
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The  answer  to  the  "build"  or  "no- Build"  question  depends  upon  the 
values  placed  upon  the  various  economic,  social,  and  environmental  factors 
that  are  affected  by  the  project.   The  Montana  Department  of  Highways  has 
elected  to  proceed  with  the  development  of  the  project  because  it  is  felt 
that  the  beneficial  aspects  outweigh  the  detrimental  consequences. 

Five  alternate  bridge  locations  have  been  studied  as  shown  on  Exhibit 
F.  The  selected  location,  Alternate  E,  is  illustrated  on  Exhibit  C.  The 
selected  alternate  does  not  encroach  upon  the  Section  1653(f)  lands. 


V.   FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES  AND  OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 
FROM  WHICH  COMMENTS  WERE  REQUESTED 

Governor's  Office 
Capitol  Building 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Director,  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

and  Conservation 
32  South  Ewing 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Fletcher  E.  Newby, 
Executive  Director 
Environmental  Quality  Council 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Corps  of  Engineers 
Missouri  River  Division 
Division  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer  Division 

Missouri  River 
P.O.  Box  10  (Downtown  Station) 
Omaha,  Nebraska  68101 

Department  of  Health,   Education  and 

Welfare 
9017  Federal  Office  Building 
19th  and  Stout  Street 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 


U.   S.   Department  of   the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Mid-continent  Region 

Denver  Federal  Center 

Building  41 

Denver,   Colorado        80225 

Director, 

Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Agricultural  Stabilisation  and 

Research  Services 
112  West  13th  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Director, 

State  Department  of  Health 

Helena,  Montana   59601 

Department  of  Planning  and 

Economic  Development 
Capitol  Post  Office 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dr.  T.  C.  Byerly 

Office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  D.C.   98109 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Chouteau  County  Courthouse 
Fort  Benton,  Montana   59442 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Blaine  County  Courthouse 
Chinook,  Montana   59523 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Fergus  County  Courthouse 
Lev/is  town,  Montana   59457 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Hill  County  Courthouse 
Havre,  Montana   59501 

Mayor 

City   of  Fort  Benton 

Fort  Benton,   Montana        59442 


Mayor 

City  of  Big  Sandy 

Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 

Mayor 

City  of  Havre 

Havre,  Montana   59501 

Mayor 

City  of  Chinook 

Chinook,  Montana   59523 

Mayor 

City  of  Lewis  town 

Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

Mayor 

City  of  Winifred 

Winifred ,  Montana  59489 

Mr.  Ole  Ueland,  Executive  Secretary 
State  Soil  Conservation  Committee 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Assistant  Secretary  -  Program  Policy 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.   20240 
Attention:  Director,  Environmental 
Project  Review 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Room  916,  Lincoln  Tower 
1860  Lincoln  Street 
Denver,  Colorado   80203 

Center  for  Planning  and  Development 
Montana  State  University 
Bozeman,  Montana   59715 

Economic  Development  Administration 
Chicago  Title  Building 
909  17th  Street,  Suite  505 
Denver,  Colorado   80202 

U.  S.  Coast  Guard  Commander  (HEP) 
Thirteenth  Coast  Guard  District 
618  Second  Avenue 
Seattle,  Washington   98104 

The  Wilderness  Society 
4260  East  Evans  Avenue 
Denver,  Colorado   80222 


Sierra  Club 
Upper  Missouri  Group 
1400  North  Benton 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Montana  League  of  Conservation  Voters 
Box  80 

Missoula,  Montana   59801 
Attention:  William  Tomlinson 

U.  M.  Student  Environmental  Research 
University  of  Montana 
Room  212,  Venture  Center 
Missoula,  Montana   59801 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation 
410  Woodworth  Avenue 
Missoula,  Montana   59801 
Attention:  Donald  Aldrich 

Lewis  town  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
P.O.  Box  878 

Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 
Attention:  Lee  S.  Belding 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
P.O.  Box  970 
Bozeman,  Montana   597^5 

Big  Sandy  Conservation  District 
Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 
Attention:   Marvin  Works,  Chairman 

Fergus  County  Conservation  District 
703  Hill  Crest  Drive 
Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 
Attention:   Bradley  Parrish,  Chairman 

Blaine  County  Conservation  District 
Red  Rock  Route 
Chinook,  Montana   59523 
Attention:   Roy  Nash,  Chairman 

A.  G.  Erskine 
1024  Locust  Street 
Missoula,  Montana   59801 

Postmaster 

Winifred,  Montana   59489 

Postmaster 

Lewis  town,  Montana    59457 


Postmaster 

Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 

School  Board 

Winifred,  Montana   59489 

School  Board 

Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 

Documents  Librarian 
Montana  State  University 
Bozeman,  Montana   59715 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
Northwest  Region 
1000  Second  Avenue 
Seattle,  Washington   98104 

VI.   FEDERAL,  STATE  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES  AND  OTHER 

ORGANIZATIONS  FROM  WHICH  COMMENTS  WERE  RECEIVED 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
1860  Lincoln  Street 
Denver,  Colorado   80200 

Lewis  town  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
P.  0.  Box  878 

Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

School   Board 

Winifred,  Montana   59489 

Department  of  Planning  and  Economic  Development 
Capitol  Post  Office 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Director 

State  Department  of  Health 

Helena,  Montana   59601 

Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment 
4260  East  Evans  Avenue 
Denver,  Colorado   80222 

Ms ,  Jean  Widman 
77  South  Ogden  404 
Denver,  Colorado   80209 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 

Region  VTII 

Federal  Office  Building 

19th  &  Stout  Streets 

Denver,  Colorado   80202 


United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Box  970 

Bozeman,  Montana   59715 

State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Mr.  William  B.  Mounsey 

Rt.  4,  Box  642 

Evergreen,  Colorado   80439 

Department  of  the  Army 

Omaha  District  Corp  of  Engineers 

7400  U.  S.  Post  Office  and  Court  House 

Omaha,  Nebraska   68102 

Town  of  Big  Sandy 

Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 

The  Wilderness  Society 
4260  E.  Evans  Avenue 
Denver,  Colorado   80222 

State  of  Montana 
Environmental  Quality  Council 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Big  Sandy  Rotary  Club 

Big  Sandy,  Montana   59520 

Havre  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

P.  0.  Box  308 

Havre,  Montana   59501 

The  Montana  Wilderness  Association 
Rt.  1,  Box  1410 
Hamilton,  Montana   59840 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jim  Lechner 
Winifred,  Montana   59489 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

District  Office 

Drawer  1160 

Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

Hill  County  Wildlife  Association 
Havre,  Montana   59501 

Mr.   Leo  Keone 

1    Sycamore 

Missoula,  Montana   59801 


Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Hill  County 

Havre,  Montana   59501 

Sierra  Club 
Upper  Missouri  Group 
1400  N.  Benton  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Fergus  County  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  District 
Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Washington,  D.C.    20240 

United  State  Senate 
Committee  on  Interior  and 

Insular  Affairs 
Washington,  D.C.    20510 

Department  of  Transportation 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

Command  e 

Thirteenth  Coast  Guard   District 

618  Second  Avenue 

Seattle,  Washington   98104 

Central  Montana  Publishing  Co. 

P.  0.  Box  900 

Lewis  town,   Montana        59457 

Lewis  town  City-County  Planning  Board 

City  Office 

Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

Mr.  Joe  J.  Pleskac 

614  5th  Street 

Havre,  Montana   59501 

City  of  Lewis  town 
312  4th  Avenue  South 
Lewis  town,  Montana   59457 

VII.   DATE  DRAFT  STATEMENT  AVAILABLE  TO  CEQ 

January  26,  1973 


LOHSE-P.N.    FERRY 
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ENVIRONMENTAL   STATEMENT 

I.      DESCRIPTION  OF   THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  IMPACTS   ON  ITS    SURROUNDINGS 
A.        PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is   located   in  central  Montana,  within 
the  counties    of  Fergus,  Chouteau  and   Blaine.      The  bridge    (see 
Exhibit  A,    B,   F,   H  &  I)  would   span   the  Missouri  River  between 
Fergus   and  Chouteau  Counties   at   the  present  location  of   the 
Lohse-P.N.   Ferry.      This   location  is   on  F.A.S.   Route  No.    236 
between  Big  Sandy,   44  miles    to   the  northwest, and  Winifred,    26 
miles    to  the   southeast. 

The  bridge  will   be  built  of  structural   steel   and   concrete. 
It  will   be  approximately   800  feet  long  and   have  a   face-of-curb   to 
face-of-curb  width   of  31.5   feet.     The   approaches    to   the   structure 
will   be  compatible  with   the  width   of   the  structure  and  will   be 
approximately  \  to  \  mile   in  length.      The   length   of   the   approaches 
will  vary  according   to   the  length  needed   to  establish  alignment 
with   the  existing  roadway. 

Another  route,    on   the  county  road    systems    of  Blaine  and   Fergus 
Counties,   crosses    the  Missouri  River  by  ferry   (Jensen  or  Stafford 
Ferry)    about  12  miles  downstream  from  the  Lohse-P.N.   Ferry  site. 
The   services    of   this    ferry  would   be  discontinued  when   the  bridge 
at   the  P.N.   Ferry  and   a  connecting  road,    on   the  north   side   of   the 
river,    between  Blaine  County  and   F.A.S.   No.    236   in  Chouteau  County 
are  constructed. 
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The  connecting  road  would  leave  F.A.S.  Route  No.  236  approxi- 
mately %  mile  north  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  and  run  some  what  parallel 
to  the  Missouri  River  in  an  easterly  direction  until  it  joined  the 
Blaine  county  road  system  at  a  point  called  Ragland  Bench. 

The  design  of  the  new  bridge  and  its  approaches  will  be  in  accor- 
dance with  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  Standard  Specifications 
and  Standard  Drawings  and  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Offi- 
cials Design  Standards.   The  connecting  road  will  be  a  year  around  county 
road.   In  construction  of  this  road  it  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  cut 
and  fill  sections  to  an  absolute  minimum  because  of  possible  failure  due 
to  land  slides.   (See  Section  I.  B.  2  on  Geology  and  Section  IV  in  Alter- 
nates.)  This  in  turn  will  create  a  roadway  which  will  have  steep  grades 
and  sharp  curves. 

The  officials  of  the  two  counties,  Chouteau  and  Blaine,  who  operate 
the  ferries,  have  informed  us  that  present  traffic  at  these  two  crossings 
combined  amounts  to  about  10  vehicles  per  day  on  a  yearly  basis.   It  is 
estimated  that  a  bridge  located  to  replace  these  two  ferries  would  in- 
crease the  traffic  count  to  approximately  120  vehicles  per  day  by  1998. 

Future  projects,  outside  the  scope  of  this  study,  will  be  developed 
to  improve  FAS  236  from  the  river  south  to  Winifred  and  from  the  river  north 
to  Big  Sandy.   With  the  present  traffic  and  projected  traffic,  these  fu- 
ture projects  will  be  two  land  roadways  having  two-12  foot  driving  lanes 
with  two  foot  shoulders . 

The  minimum  right-of-way  width  for  a  secondary  highway  is  normally 
120  feet,  60  feet  each  side  of  center  line.   However,  this  width  may  in- 
crease depending  upon  the  height  of  fill  or  depth  of  cut  required.   The 
exact  width  of  right-of-way  at  any  given  location  will  depend  upon  the 
final  alignment  and  grade  of  the  roadway.  The  existing  condition  of  F.A.S. 
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236  is  discussed  in  Section  I.  B.  of  this  report.   Adjacent  to  and  with- 
in the  project  is  a  site  which  is  protected  by  Section  1653(f),  formerly 
Section  4(f),  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1968. 
The  site  is  described  as  follows: 

(See  Exhibit  "B" ,  "C",  "F"  ,  &  "G".) 

Judith  Landing  Recreation  Area 

Type  Use:   Overnight  Camping,  Picnicing 

Patronage:  Lacal,  Regional,  and  National 

Available  Activities:  Camping,  Picnicing,  Hiking, 

Fishing,  Boating,  etc. 

Size  :   6+  Acres 

Description:   The  Judith  Landing  Recreation  Area 
is  a  partially  developed  overnight  campground  lo- 
cated on  the  north  bank  of  the  river  and  just 
upstream  of  the  present  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  site 
landing.   It  is  an  irregular  shaped  tract  of 
land  being  that  protion  of  Lot  seven  (7),  Section 
twenty-five  (25),  Township  twenty-three  (23)  North, 
Range  sixteen  (16)  East,  in  the  county  of  Chouteau, 
lying  west  of  the  road  (FAS  236)  and  adjacent  to 
the  river. 

Being  located  adjacent  to  FAS  236  and  the 
Missouri  river  the  area  receives  use  by  those 
traveling  by  road  or  by  river  as  an  overnight 
campground  and  picnic  area. 
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At  this  recreation  area  services  available 
include  a  boat  ramp,  parking  area,  and  picnic 
and  camping  area.   In  the  camping  area  there 
are  picnic  tables,  fireplaces  (metal),  chemical 
toilets,  a  well,  and  garbage  cans. 
Section  IV  "Alternatives"  and  Section  VII  "Measures  to  Minimize 
Harm  to  Section  4(f)  Lands"  of  this  statement  discuss  the  alignments 
through  or  adjacent  to  this  site  and  means  to  avoid  the  park  or  mini- 
mize the  harm  to  the  park  land . 

The  Missouri  River  from  Fort  Benton  to  Ryan  Island  is  presently 
being  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and/or  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
This  section  of  the  river,  approximately  125  miles  in  length,  could, 
within  the  act,  be  classified  as  wild,  scenic,  or  recreational.   In 
Section  I.C.6,  "Government  Reports",  there  is  an  explanation  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  a  copy  of  Senator  Metcalf's  proposed 
bill  S.1009.   This  bill  is  to  establish  the  Missouri  Breaks  Scenic 
Recreation  River  in  the  State  of  Montana. 

A  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
letter,  dated  August  28,  1972,  which  is  included  in  this  statement, 
implies  that  the  segments  of  the  Missouri  River  in  the  area  near  its 
confluence  with  the  Judith  River  would  probably  be  classified  as 
recreational  in  the  event  the  river  is  included  in  the  national 
system.   The  proposed  bridge  site  is  just  downstream  from  the  con- 
'  fluence  of  these  rivers. 
B.    PHYSICAL  ENVIRONMENT 

1 .   Existing  Roadway  System 

The  portion  of  the  road,  FAS  236,  that  is  included  in  the 
study  also  constitutes  the  only  major  road  in  the  area. 
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FAS  236  extends  northwest  from  Winifred  to  Big  Sandy,  a 
total  of  70  miles . 

A  sixteen  mile  section  from  Big  Sandy  south  is  paved 
with  a  24  foot  roadway  width.  The  remaining  portion  north 
of  the  river  is  improved  gravel  having  a  width  of  22  feet. 
On  the  south  side  of  the  Missouri  is  a  seven-mile  stretch 
of  unimproved  road  from  the  river  to  Reeds  Hill  with  a  16 
to  18  foot  surface  width.  The  road  turns  into  improved 
gravel  having  a  width  of  20  feet  after  this  point  and  con- 
tinues into  Winifred  in  this  condition.   Many  private, 
unimproved  roads  connect  to  this  road  and  serve  the  ranchers 
in  this  area. 

At  the  Missouri  River,  a  ferry  known  as  the  Lohse-P.N. 
Ferry  carries  the  vehicles  across  the  river.   This  ferry  is 
normally  open  from  March  to  October  (see  introduction  for 
further  discussion)  .   The  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  is  the  proposed 
site  for  the  bridge. 
2.   Geology 

It  is  generally  accepted  fact  among  geologists  that  the 
Missouri  River  had  its  beginning  before  the  first  ice  age 
(about  a  million  years  ago).   At  that  time,  it  flowed  into 
the  Hudson  Bay.   After  the  last  ice  age  (there  were  four 
invasions  of  glaciers  into  this  area),  the  Missouri  channeled 
into  its  present  course. 

The  river  runs  considerably  below  the  elevation  of  the 
plains  around  it,  and  it  is  eroding  a  deeper  channel  still. 
This  area  in  the  breaks  changes  drastically  because  the  can- 
yon was  cut  in  a  relatively  short  time. 
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Faulting  occurs  through  this  stretch  of  river  as  a 
result  of  faulting  in  the  Bearpaw  Mountains.   Many  plugs, 
stocks,  and  dikes  of  tertiary  instrusive  rocks  are  visible 
along  the  route.   These  features  resemble  massive  masonry 
walls . 

There  are  sedimentary  layers  of  upper  Cretaceous  Age. 
This  was  caused  by  the  action  of  what  was  an  ocean  about  70 
million  years  ago. 

The  non-marine  strata  along  the  Missouri  here  are  samples 
of  a  widespread  series  of  sandy  deposits  dropped  by  ancient 
rivers  of  which  there  are  no  traces  left  today.   The  margin 
of  the  sea  moved  back  and  forth  as  the  sea  expanded  and  con- 
tracted over  millions  of  years.   These  varied  rocks;  some 
marine  with  sea  animal  fossils;  other  land  deposits  with  coal 
and  dinosaur  fossils;  represent  a  rather  complete  record  of 
changing  geographical  conditions. 

A  variety  of  rock  formations  can  be  found  along  this 
stretch  of  river.   Between  Fort  Benton  and  Virgelle,  there 
are  low  bluffs  of  thick  marine  shale  of  the  Colorado  group. 
For  about  fifteen  miles  downstream  from  Virgelle  the  rocks 
of  the  Colorado  group  are  concealed  and  yield  to  a  white  eagle 
sandstone  with  a  few  exposed  coal  veins.   This  condition  con- 
tinues until  the  confluence  of  Arrow  Creek.   At  this  point, 
exposure  of  Claggett  shale  becomes  more  predominant  and  con- 
tinues to  about  ten  miles  downstream  of  the  Judith  River. 
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Because  of  the  bentonite  beds  and  dark  marine  shale, 
there  is  evidence  of  considerable  amount  of  volcanic  acti- 
vity far  west  of  this  area  and  high  powerful  winds  carried 
the  residue  to  this  area. 

Paleontological  interpretive  values  are  little  known. 
The  continental  beds  might  well  be  found  to  contain  fossils 
of  dinosaurs  such  as  Ornithomimus  and  Trachodon,  and  possibly 
fragmentary  remains  of  very  primitive  mammals.   They  could 
also  contain  quantities  of  fossil  plants.   It  was  this  period 
which  witnessed  the  rise  of  modern  plants,  angiosperms,  and 
the  fall  of  the  dinosaurs. 

The  marine  beds  (shale)  might  be  found  to  yield  such 
typical  fossils  of  this  period  as  sea  going  reptiles  (Moso- 
saurs  and  Plesiosaurs) ;  such  conspicuous  invertebrates  as 
ammonities  and  baculities  are  known  to  be  locally  abundant. 

The  Claggett  and  Colorado  shales  that  are  crossed  by 
roads  exhibit  a  history  of  slide  activity.   Failures  in  the  - 
Claggett  are  not  easily  recognized  as  individual  slide  masses 
because  of  slope  changes  by  erosion.   Individually  failed 
masses  in  units  of  the  Colorado  shale  apparently  slide  along 
a  single  failure  arc  and  are  more  distinct.  More  recent  and 
active  failures  are  usually  the  result  of  construction  acti- 
vities . 


Refer  to  Appendix  B. 


3.  Archaelology 

This  land,  during  the  eighteenth  and  nineteenth  cen- 
turies, was,  for  the  most  part,  relatively  untouched. 
However,  many  Indian  tribes  did  travel  through  the  area. 
Along  the  river  there  are  scattered  burial  sites  indi- 
cating the  land  was  used  for  this  purpose.  A  variety 
of  camp  sites  were  located  along  here,  probably  tem- 
porary hunting  camp  locations  (see  exhibits  D  and  E)  . 

Apparently,  from  scanty  evidence  gathered,  the  pre- 
historic occupants  were  nomadic  bands  of  hunters.   They 
exemplified  no  signs  of  settling  in  this  region  as  there 
was  no  indication  of  horticulture  and  no  evidence  of  river 
area  exploitation. 

4.  History 

The  Missouri  breaks   area   extends   from  Fort  Benton 
downstream  to   the  point  where  Armell's  Creek   empties    into 
the  Missouri  River    (the  mouth  of  Armell's  Creek  is   located 
approximately  one  mile  down   the  Missouri   from  the  Robinson 
Bridge  on  FAP  16,   US   191).      This   stretch  of  river   is   essential- 
ly unchanged   since   the  Lewis   and  Clark  Expedition  explored    this 
region.      Along   the   two  thousand  mile  route,    this   is    the   only 
stretch  left  in  its  natural   state.      The   only  major  changes 
have  been  natural   i.    e.    erosion  of   the  land,  meandering   of 
the  river  channel,   and   landslides,    some  of  which  are  natural 
and   some  which  are  man  caused. 
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Levis  and  Clark  spent  three  weeks  in  this  125-mile 
stretch  of  river.   They  were  here  from  May  24,  1805,  to 
June  12,  1805.  On  May  28th  Lewis  and  Clark  discovered 
the  Judith  River.  About  20  miles  upstream  from  this 
point  they  came  upon  the  White  Rocks  area  and  the  now 
famous  Cathedral  Rock.   The  following  week  the  party 
embarked  on  the  spot  where  the  Marias  River  joins  the 
Missouri.   After  a  lengthy  exploration  of  the  Marias 
River,  they  concluded  the  Missouri  was  the  correct  channel 
and  continued  up  it. 

Approximately  three  quarters  of  a  mile  downstream 
from  the  mouth  of  the  Judith  River  is  the  site  of  the 
1855  Treaty.   This  treaty  was  signed  between  eight  tribes 
and  marked  the  beginning  of  a  peaceful  coexistence  between 
them.  The  eight  tribes  involved  were  the  Blackfeet,  Bloods, 
Piegans,  Gros  Ventre,  Nez  Perce,  Koo-Te-Nay,  Pend  D-Oreilles, 
and  Flatheads . 

There  were  three  military  sites  also  located  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Judith  River.   They  were  Fort  Claggett,  Camp 
Cooke,  and  Fort  Chard on. 

Camp  Cooke  was  probably  the  most  important  site.   It 
was  established  in  July  of  1866  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
Missouri  River  protective  system.   After  four  years,  due  to 
poor  living  conditions  and  lack  of  strategic  use,  it  was 
abandoned . 
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Fort  Claggett,  located  near  Camp  Cooke,  was  essentially 
a  trading  post.   It  was  started  by  T.  C.  Power.  He  had  a 
trading  business  in  Camp  Cooke,  and  when  it  closed  he  moved 
to  this  site.   The  stone  warehouse,  remnant  of  the  business, 
is  still  standing. 

The  third  military  site  was  Fort  Chardon.   It  was  down- 
stream about  two  miles  from  Camp  Cooke.  Fort  Chardon  was 
started  by  a  fur  trader,  Francois  Chardon,  who  was  run  off 
another  fort  in  the  area,  Fort  McKenzie.  Fort  Chardon  was 
abandoned  two  years  later  in  1845  due  to  poor  location. 

The  site  of  the  old  P.  N.  Ranch,  originally  owned  in 
part  by  T.  C.  Power,  is  also  located  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Judith  River.   This  ranch,  considered  by  noted  historian 
William  Ludlor?  to  be  of  major  historical  significance  in 
this  area,  is  one  of  the  largest  ranches  around. 

This  section  of  river  held  particular  interest  to  those 
who  traveled  it  by  boat.  Fort  Benton  was  as  far  as  boats  could 
go,  and  the  area  in  the  breaks  contained  many  rapids.   Some  of 
the  rapids  are:  Kipp's  Rapids,  approximately  30  miles  upstream 
from  the  mouth  of  the  Judith  River;  Elbow  Rapids,  located  below 
the  famous  "Hole-In- The  Wall"  rock  formation  (the  "Hole-In- The- 
Wall"  is  located  about  17  miles  above  the  confluence  of  the 
Judith  River  with  the  Missouri);  the  Deadman  Rapids,  occurring 
about  two  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  Judith  River. 
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Bodroer  sketch 
1833 


"...we  came  to  a  remarkable  place  where  the  Missouri  seems  to  issue 
from  a  narrow  opening,  making  a  turn  round  a  dark  brown  rugged  pointed 
tower-like  rock  on  the  south,  to  which  the  traders  have  given  the  name 

of  the  Citadel  Rock."  „..,,.     ,o->. 

Maximilian  -  1833 
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The  rapids  created  many  problems  for  the  early  steam- 
boats and  a  good  number  of  them  fell  victim  to  the  river. 
When  a  boat  would  become  hung  up  on  a  sandbar,  the  crew 
and  passengers  were  at  the  mercy  of  the  Indians. 

Another  expedition  was  lead  by  Prince  Maximilian  of 
Germany  in  1833.  He  had  an  artist  by  the  name  of  Karl 
Bodmer  accompany  him.   Bodmer  sketched  the  sights  along 
the  river.  From  his  sketches,  it  can  be  verified  that  the 
Missouri  has  not  changed. 

With  the  advent  of  the  railroad  in  the  1880' s,  the 
Missouri  lost  its  importance  as  a  major  transportation 
route.   From  this  point  on  very  little  occurred  and  the 
main  activity  in  the  area  turned  to,  and  continues  to  be, 
agriculture. 
5.  Vegetation 

*This  area  lies  in  the  prairie  biome,  more  specif i-  . 
cally  the  mixed  prairie,  which  is  composed  predominantly 
of  mid  and  short  grasses.   This  is  part  of  the  Great  Plains, 
one  of  the  largest  grasslands  in  the  world.   This  region  ex- 
tends from  Canada  south  to  Texas  and  from  the  Rocky  Mountains 
east  to  what  is  called  the  True  Prairie,  where  tall  and  mid 
grasses  predominate.   The  vegetation  is  varied  with  the 
representation  of  woody  plants  on  the  broken  slopes  and 
river  bottom. 
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Overall,  it  is  typically  semi-arid,  with  the  erosional 
pattern  providing  what  suitable  habitat  there  is  for  woody 
growth.   Grasses  and  forbs  predominate.   Trees  and  shrubs 
play  a  lesser  although  complementary  role,  and  accent  the 
scenic  character  of  the  eroded  bluffs  and  canyons,  the 
striking  rock  formations,  and  the  river  itself. 

The  native  trees  here  are  Ponderosa  Pine,  Limber  Pine, 
Douglas  Fir,  Rocky  Mountain  Juniper,  Cottonwood,  Ash,  Willow, 
and  Box  Elder.  The  conifers  grow  predominately  on  the  bluffs, 
while  the  deciduous  types  are  found  along  the  river  banks  and 
on  islands. 

Predominant  shrubs  are  Greasewood,  Shrub  Willow,  Wild 
Rose,  Squawbush,  Snowberry,  Rabbi tbush,  Shadscale-Saltbush, 
and  various  types  of  sagebrush. 

The  most  common  grasses  are  Blue  Grama,  Western  Wheatgrass, 
Junegrass,  Needlegrass,  and  Prairie  Sandweed . 

There  is  some  hay  grown  at  the  bottom  of  the  "breaks", 
but  only  where  the  terrain  permits.   Outside  of  the  breaks 
there  is  much  dry  land  farming  with  wheat  and  barley  being 
the  principal  crops. 
6.   Climate 

The  climate  in  the  "breaks"  area  is  typical  of  the  plains 
region  of  Central  Montana.   It  is  characterized  by  severe  windy 
winters  broken  with  occasional  warm  chinook  winds,  hot  summers, 
and  relatively  sparse  precipitation.   The  temperature  has 
varied  from  a  low  of  -59°  in  winter  to  a  high  of  113°  in  the 
summer.   The  average  January  temperature  is  26°,  while  the 
average  temperature  in  July  is  70°. 

1 Refer  to  Appendix  B. 


The  normal  frost  free  period  averages  121  days.  This 
rather  unique  climate  is  usually  sufficient  to  produce  good 
yields  of  range  forage.   However,  crop  production  is  marginal, 
depending  on  the  individual  year's  precipitation.   Most  dry 
land  farming  within  the  area  must  rely  on  strip  farming  and 
summer  fallowing  practices  because  of  the  prevalent  winds 
and  the  limited  moisture  available.   The  average  amount  of 
precipitation  in  the  area  is  about  12.4  inches  per  year. 
7.    Fish  and  Wildlife 

Because  the  river  breaks  area  does  have  many  wilder- 
ness qualities  and  does  have  good  habitat,  there  is  a  great 
abundance  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  variety  of  fish  include,  in  relative  abundance, 
pike,  catfish,  sauger,  sturgeon,  fresh-water  drum,  goldeye, 
paddlefish,  bullhead,  burbot ,  buffalofish,  carp ,  and  suckers. 
Perch,  crappie.  and  trout  occur  but  in  smaller  numbers. 

Mule  deer,  white- tailed  deer,  and  antelope  are  found 
along  this  segment  of  the  river.   Mule  deer  are  the  most 
common  specie.   White- tailed  deer  are  distributed  on  the 
islands  and  wooded  bottom  lands  along  the  river  and  along 
major  tributary  streams.  Antelope  range  mainly  along  the 
edge  of  the  breaks  and  are  seldom  seen  in  the  rougher  por- 
tions along  the  river. 

Elk  and  Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep  are  found  in  the 
Charles  M.  Russell  National  Wildlife  Range. 
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Bodmer  sketch 
1833 


"...we  saw,  on  the  north  hank,  a  jagged  conical  rock,  vhich  stands  quite 
isolated  on  a  hill  covered  with  short  grass... A  herd  of  wild  sheep  looked 
down  upon  us  from  these  heights." 

Maximilian  -  1833 
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A  variety  of  upland-game  birds  are  found  in  this  area. 
Native  species,  such  as  sharp  tailed  grouse  and  sage  grouse, 
are  scattered  along  the  breaks.   Pheasants  occur  along  the 
river  bottom  where  cultivated  crops  such  as  alfalfa  and 
small  grains  are  grown.   Hungarian  partridges  occur  adjacent 
to  grainfields.   Wild  turkeys  were  introduced  into  the  Bear- 
paw  Mountain  Range  area  some  time  ago.  Chukar  partridges 
are  also  found,  but  in  smaller  groups.   Many  varieties  of 
nongame  birds  are  also  present. 

Cottontails  and  jackrabbits  are  common  throughout  the 
area.   Beavers  are  the  only  semi-abundant  fur  bearing  animals. 
Mink,  muskrats  t   raccoons,  and  otters  are  present,  but  in  very 
small  numbers.   Bobcats  are  the  principal  terrestrial  fur 
bearing  animals.  Coyotes,  skunks,  badgers,  and  weasels  are 
also  in  this  area. 

SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  ENVIRONMENT 

1 .   Recreation  and  Tourism 

The  Missouri  River  between  the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge  on  US  191 
and  Fort  Benton  is  the  last  remaining  area  of  the  Missouri  River 
which  has  not  changed  since  the  time  of  Lewis  and  Clark.   Very  few 
signs  of  man  are  seen  in  this  stretch  of  water.   Many  people  believe 
this  area  should  be  protected  in  its  present  state  so  that  recrea- 
tional river  floaters  can  travel  from  Fort  Benton  to  the  Fred  Robinson 
bridge  and  see  the  land  in  its  natural  and  native  state,  with  no 
signs  of  man  to  destroy  the  aesthetic  value  of  the  trip. 
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From  the  Fort  Benton  bridge  (above)  to  the  Robinson 
bridge  (below)  lies  a  150-mile  stretch  of  the 
Missouri  River  crossed  only  by  ferry. 
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No  section  of  this  stretch  of  river  has  been  commercially 
developed  for  recreation.  Deer  hunting  is  popular  in  this  area, 
as  well  as  fishing. 

Float  trips  from  Fort  Benton  to  the  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  are 
conducted  many  times  during  the  summer.  The  people  who  float  the 
Missouri  can  see  the  only  section  of  the  river  that  is  essentially 
the  same  as  it  was  when  Lewis  and  Clark  traveled  through.  It  is 
feared  that  if  easy  access  was  developed  into  this  area,  it  could 
cause  the  destruction  of  the  frail  balance  between  man  and  nature. 
Overhunting  which  could  be  created  through  opening  more  area  to 
the  hunters  by  construction  of  the  spur  road  but  this  would  be 
controlled  through  good  game  management.  Overfishing  would  not 
be  a  problem  in  that  it  is  felt  that  the  area  is  not  that  popular 
as  a  fishery. 

Approximately  125  miles  of  the  river  between  Fort  Benton  and 
Ryan  Island  is  being  considered  for  inclusion  into  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968 ♦  See  Section  I.  C.  6,  Government  Reports 
for  an  explanation  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  This  would 
stop  almost  all  forms  of  commercialism  and  signs  of  civilization 
in  the  area.   In  most  respects  this  would  save  the  environment 
for  the  recreational  floaters,  fishermen  and  hunters. 

Many  people,  including  members  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Depart- 
ment and  the  County  Commissioners  of  Fergus,  Chouteau  and  Blaine 
Counties,  believe  that  recreational  aspects  will  be  increased  and 
opened  to  more  people  after  the  bridge  is  in  place. 
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The  State  of  Montana,  through  an  easement  from  the  property 
owner,  has  developed  a  river  recreation  area,  Judith  Landing 
Recreation  Area,  on  the  north  river  bank  and  just  upstream 
from  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  landing.   This  area  is  being  used 
for  a  camping  and  picnic  site  for  those  floating  the  Missouri 
River  or  touring  the  area  by  vehicle. 

A  proposed  alternate  (Alternate  "C")  of  the  bridge  is 
located  so  that  it  would  cross  this  area,  the  park,  and  thus  a 
section  1653  (f ) ,  formerly  Section  4(f),  determination  is  re- 
quired. A  request  for  the  determination  was  asked  for  from 
the  Recreation  and  Parks  Division  of  the  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.   The  request  and  the  reply  are  included  in  Section  IX. 

Since  the  time  that  the  draft  of  this  statement  was 
written  Alternate  "C"  has  been  set  aside  fro  Alternate  "E" 
which  is  located  just  east  of  the  park  ground  and  will  not 
encroach  upon  it. 

There  are  those  who  believe  a  bridge  will  increase  tourism, 
not  only  to  the  river,  but  also  tourist  travel  from  one  sec- 
tion of  the  state  to  another.   Also,  there  are  those  who  be- 
lieve that  tourism  will  increase  if  the  area  is  left  alone  and 
the  signs  of  man  don't  further  influence  the  area.   They  want  to 
preserve  the  area  in  a  primitive  (semi-primitive)  state  with 
the  following  thoughts:   (1)   there  are  few  such  areas  left 
in  the  United  States  and  (2)  to  provide  the  unique  type  of  re- 
creation a  primitive  area  affords.   It  is  not  necessary  that 
everyone  be  able  to  enjoy  this  type  of  recreation  but  this  area 
should  be  developed  so  that  those  who  want  to,  can. 


31 


It  is  very  difficult  to  determine  the  number  of  loaters 
upon  the  river  during  one  season.   The  Missouri  River  Cruise 
Association  has  figures  on  the  number  of  floaters  they  take 
down  the  river  in  a  year.   Their  records  indicate  the  following 
traff i : 

1966  33  people  1970  94  people 

1967  22  "  1971  173 

1968  46  "  1972  145   " 

1969  61  "  1973  128   " 

Bob  Singer,  who  rents  canoes  in  Fort  Benton,  began  keeping 
records  only  in  1973.   He  rented  351  canoes  during  the  season. 
He  did  state  his  business  has  increased  every  year,  but  he  would 
not  venture  a  guess  as  to  how  much. 

Many  floaters  use  their  own  crafts  and  no  known  records 
are  kept  on  the  total  number  per  year  who  float  the  river. 

It  is  also  almost  impossible  to  try  to  determine  if  the 
bridge  at  the  P.  N.  Ferry  site  would  have  an  adverse  effect  upon 
floaters.   Many  wildlife  and  conservation  groups  state  that  a 
bridge  would  significantly  alter  the  river's  character  and  des- 
troy the  uniqueness  of  this  free  flowing  stretch  of  river.   How- 
ever, they  fail  to  state  if  the  bridge  will  destroy  the  tourist 
business  now  being  developed  upon  the  water  or  if  the  "type"  of 
clientele  would  be  altered. 

People  favoring  the  bridge  believe  it  will  cause  a  substan- 
tial increase  in  tourists.   Dale  Skaalure,  Chouteau  County  Commi- 
ssioner, states,  "The  potential  for  tourists  attraction  after  a 
bridge  installation  is  more  possible  that  at  present,  since  ferry 
facilities  are  quite  undependable  due  to  fluctuation  of  water  levels 
in  the  river,  and  also  since  it  is  not  a  year  around  route.   It 
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may  be  a  savings  in  distance  for  some  who  travel,  which  is  an 
incentive  to  the  majority  of  tourists.   Some  people  may  also  be 
reluctant  to  use  a  ferry  as  they  may  appear  unsafe,  and  are  so, 
in  comparison  to  a  bridge." 

Chamber  of  Commerce  officials  from  both  Lewis  town  and  Havre 
believe  the  bridge  will  open  trade  as  well  as  tourism  between  the 
two  areas.   It  is  also  believed  that  people  living  in  the  central 
area  of  the  state  wishing  to  tour  Canada  or  travel  across  the 
courtry  on  U.S.  2  will  have  a  more  direct  route  to  their  goals. 

People  in  the  Winifred  Area  believe  the  bridge  would  bring 
in  more  tourists  to  their  area.   It  is  very  possible  that  gasoline 
and  cafe  trade  could  increase  in  their  town. 

The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department  also  believes  tourism 
would  increase.  Mr.  Nels  Thorson  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Department, 
believes  tourism  would  be  sufficient  enough  that  a  tourist  rest 
stop  should  be  developed  at  the  bridge  site  by  the  Montana  De- 
partment of  Highways.   It  should  be  noted  here  that  the  Fish  and 
Game  Department  does  have  a  campground  in  this  area,  and  a  rest 
stop  would  be  beneficial  to  the  campsite  as  well. 

It  is  not  feasible  with  the  present  predicted  future  traffic 
for  a  rest  stop  to  be  included  in  this  project  at  the  bridge 
site  with  the  existing  Fish  and  Game  campground  and  its  facilities 
located  adjacent  to  the  river  and  the  proposed  bridge  site. 

Mr.  Thorson  also  stated  he  believes  the  P.N.  Ferry  should  be 
purchased  and  used  as  a  historic  site.   The  counties  involved 
may  be  willing  to  donate  the  P.N.  Ferry  to  the  Fish  and  Game 
Department  for  use  as  a  historic  site.   The  Department  of  Highways 
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could  include  moving  and  display  of  the  ferry  in  the  bridge  con- 
tract. 
2.    Social  Patterns 

Construction  of  a  bridge  in  this  area  could  cause  a  change 
in  the  social  patterns  of  the  area  residents.   Presently,  there 
are  two  ferries  crossing  the  river.   Roads  to  the  ferries  are  poor 
and  the  ferries  have  a  habit  of  breaking  down.   The  ferries  are 
closed  yearly  between  November  20  and  April  1st.   Because  of  this 
people  on  both  sides  have  developed  definite  social  patterns, 
when  it  comes  to  shopping. 

All  the  people  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  use  Lewistown 
for  most  of  their  business  needs.   The  town  of  Winifred  provides 
the  basic  needs  for  people  in  the  area.   It  has  a  general  store, 
post  office,  grade  and  high  school,  grain  elevators,  bars,  and  a 
cafe.   Generally,  Winifred  relies  on  the  City  of  Lewistown  for 
most  of  its  business  needs.   There  are  not  sufficient  services 
provided  in  Winifred  to  meet  the  needs  generally  considered  by 
modern  society  to  be  a  necessity. 

Most  of  the  families  north  of  the  river  use  Big  Sandy  for 
their  needs.   It  is  a  fairly  well  self-contained  rural  community, 
and  as  such,  is  self-sufficient  in  supplying  the  needs  of  the 
surrounding  residents.   Havre,  which  is  35  miles  northeast  of  Big 
Sandy,  is  the  social  and  economic  center  for  the  area.   People 
shop  there  for  variety  in  goods  and  for  specialty  items. 

A  few  families  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  do  enjoy  going 
to  Lewistown  when  the  ferries  do  operate.   However,  as  stated 
before,  shopping  patterns  have  been  set  and  it  is  doubtful  that 
a  bridge  will  change  the  pattern  greatly. 
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It  is  possible  that  farmers  and  ranchers  may  take  their 
products  across  the  proposed  bridge  to  better  markets.   This  will 
be  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  Farming  and  Ranching  Section 
of  this  report. 

The  three  counties  affected  by  the  proposed  bridge  are  pre- 
sently losing  population.   The  County  Commissioners  of  the  three 
counties  agree  that  this  is  caused  by  consolidation  of  small 
farms  into  larger  ones,  and  more  advanced  farm  equipment  capable 
of  doing  tasks  that  took  many  men  to  perform  in  the  past.   The 
question  was  asked  of  the  county  commissioners  if  a  bridge  would 
help  stem  the  loss  in  population.   The  Blaine  County  Commis- 
sioner, Edwin  Sparks,  stated  it  would  not  help.   The  commissioners 
from  Fergus  County  think  the  bridge  may  have  a  lessening  effect 
on  the  declining  population.   They  also  believe  a  bridge  may  be 
attractive  to  industry,  which  could  help  stop  the  decline  in 
people.   Dale  Skaalure  of  Chouteau  County  states  that  without 
a  bridge  the  area  is  going  to  remain  somewhat  static  in  its- 
development  and  its  residents  can  almost  be  classified  as 
deprived  as  there  are  few  areas  as  isolated  as  is  this  portion 
of  our  state. 

Unless  there  were  to  be  a  massive  exploitation  of  the 
natural  resources  in  this  area,  the  population  will  continue 
'to  decline  or  at  best  remain  constant.   The  following  breakdown 
of  the  population  of  the  counties  involved  in  this  study  area 
and  the  cities  and  towns  indirectly  involved  in  this  project 
are  shown  as  follows: 
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*By 

County 

Counties 
1970 

1960 

1950 

Percent 
In  Popul 

Chang 
ation 

e 

1950-197 

-   7.2 
-10.0 
-21.0 

'0 

1960-1970 

Chouteau 

Fergus 

Blaine 

6,473 

12,611 

6,727 

7,348 

14,018 

8,091 

6,974 

14,015 

8,576 

-11.9 
-10.0 
-16.9 

*By  Cities  and  Towns  which  were  referred  to  in 
the  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 


City  or  Town 


Percent  Change 
1970     1960     1950     iff  -Population 

1950-1970   I960- 1970 


Big  Sandy 

827 

954 

743 

11.3 

-13.3 

Winifred 

190 

220 

217 

-12.4 

-13.6 

Lewis town 

6,437 

7,408 

6,573 

-    2.1 

-13.1 

Chinook 

1,813 

2,326 

2,307 

-21.4 

-22.1 

Havre 

10,558 

10,740 

8,086 

30.6 

-   1.7 

Fort  Benton 

1,863 

1,887 

1,522 

22.4 

-   1.3 

*The  population  information  of  the  above  was  taken  from: 
1970  Montana  Date  Book 
Section  4  -  Population 
By:   Department  of  Planning  and  Economic  Development. 

Presently,  Big  Sandy  and  Winifred  have  school  bus  routes 
on  their  own  sides  of  the  river.   Neither  route  goes  to  the 
Lohse-P.N.  Ferry,  mainly  because  there  are  no  children  in  that 
area  to  be  picked  up.   The  Big  Sandy  bus  route  stops  approxi- 
mately 6  miles  north  of  the  river,  while  the  Winifred  route 
stops  approximately  13  miles  from  the  river.   There  is  one  family 
with  children  closer  to  the  river  on  the  Winifred  side,  but  the 
children  are  driven  to  the  bus  by  privately  owned  vehicles. 

Dan  Corcoran,  Superintendent  of  Winifred  Schools,  stated 
that  it  is  possible  that  after  the  bridge  is  constructed,  a 
Consolidated  School  District  could  be  considered.   His  school  is 
capable  of  taking  more  students.   Children  could  cross  the  bridge 
and  travel  to  Winifred  instead  of  going  to  Big  Sandy. 

The  superintendent  of  schools  of  Big  Sandy  agrees  that  con- 
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solidation  could  work.   However,  for  the  foreseeable  future, 
consolidation  is  out  of  the  question.   Presently,  the  farthest 
students  live  is  32  miles  from  Big  Sandy.   This  is  approximately 
35  miles  from  Winifred.   Thus  consolidation  -would  not  accomplish 
anything.   Farms  and  ranches  closer  to  the  river  are  owned  by 
families  whose  children  are  beyond  school  age.   These  ranches 
would  have  to  be  sold  or  inherited  by  a  younger  generation 
before  consolidation  could  be  considered. 

Big  Sandy  and  Winifred  do  have  mail  routes  that  go  to  the 
banks  of  the  Missouri  River.   Mrs.  Evelyn  Thomson,  Postmaster  of 
Winifred,  states  that  one  man  even  crosses  the  ferry,  when  possible, 
and  receives  his  mail  on  her  side  of  the  river.   This  led  to  the 
question  --  if  a  bridge  were  build  across  the  Missouri  River, 
northwest  of  Winifred,  would  this  cause  the  Winifred  Star  Route 
to  be  enlarged  to  include  property  owners  on  the  north  side  of 
the  river?  Mr,  Jack  Lutes,  manager  of  Star  Routes  of  Great 
Falls  District  Post  Office,  says  no.   This  would  be  impossible 
for  two  reasons : 

1.  Presently  the  Missouri  River  in  that  area  separates 

the  Great  Falls  Zip  Code  Area.   The  south  side  (Winifred) 
being  under  the  Great  Falls  Zip  Code  Area,  and  the  north 
side  (Big  Sandy)  being  in  the  Havre  Zip  Code  Area.   If 
the  zip  code  boundary  could  be  changed,  there  is  still 
a  greater  problem. 

2.  Mail  carriers  for  Star  Routes  are  paid  on  a  per-mile 
basis.   The  route  from  Big  Sandy  to  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry 
is  124  miles  --  round  trip.   It  would  be  possible  that 
the  mail  carrier  could  cross  the  river  on  the  bridge 
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and  deliver  mail  to  two  ranches  on  the  south  side. 
This  would  take  less  than  3  miles  more  travel  per  round 
trip.   This  would  save  the  mail  carrier  from  Winifred! 
31  miles  round  trip  each  day.   There  is  a  15.5  mile  gap 
between  his  last  two  deliveries,  and  the  remainder  of 
his  deliveries.  However,  since  he  is  paid  on  a  per-mile 
traveled  basis,  he  would  suffer  a  substantial  loss  in 
income.   Mr.  Lutes  doubts  if  he  would  be  able  to  find 
a  person  willing  to  take  the  Winifred  Star  Route,  with 
the  loss  of  the  31  miles. 
Therefore  it  can  be  concluded  that  mail  routes  out  of  Big 
Sandy  and  Winifred  would  not  change  if  a  bridge  were  constructed 
at  the  proposed  area. 

The  question  was  also  asked  of  the  commissioners,  if  the 
people  located  to  the  east  or  west  of  the  proposed  bridge  site 
would  find  it  more  desirable  to  use  the  Fred  Robinson  or  Fort 
Benton  Bridge.   Edwin  Sparks  of  Blaine  County  does  not  think  so. 
The  Commissioners  from  Fergus  County  believe  that  some  people 
would  likely  use  the  other  bridges,  but  use  of  the  P.N.  Bridge 
would  increase  as  the  social  patterns  changed.  Dale  Skaalure 
of  Chouteau  County  states  that  it  would  appear  that  the  geographical 
nature  of  the  area  would  determine  routes  of  travel.   The  proposed 
bridge  is  nearly  equal  distance  from  either  of  the  other  bridges. 

It  was  also  asked  if  the  proposed  bridge  would  get  much 
use  during  the  winter.  All  the  county  commissioners  agreed  that 
it  definitely  would.   Commissioner  Dale  L.  Skaalure  of  Chouteau 
County  summed  it  up  when  he  stated  the  entire  road  would  have  to 
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be  improved  to  winter  standards,  and  the  bridge  would  provide  a 
connector  for  the  two  routes.   He  assumes  quite  a  bit  of  use 
because  it  affords  a  closer  tie  for  north  and  south  traffic. 

To  sum  up  the  social  patterns  section,  it  could  be  said  that 
it  is  doubtful  that  shopping  patterns  would  change  much.   It  is 
possible  that  market  conditions  could  cause  farmers  and  ranchers 
to  cross  the  bridge.   It  is  very  doubtful  that  the  bridge  would 
slow  the  population  declines  of  the  three  counties.   But,  it  is 
very  probable  that  traffic  patterns  would  change  and  that  the  bridge 
would  get  use  from  people  living  in  the  area  and  that  people  to 
the  east  or  west  of  the  proposed  site  would  use  the  bridge  if 
their  travel  goal  were  easily  obtained  by  this  route.   Also,  the 
proposed  bridge,  and  improved  winter  road,  would  open  up  winter 
traffic  in  this  area  for  the  first  time. 
3 •   Missouri  River  Ferries: 

Presently  there  are  two  river  ferries  in  use  that  would 
be  replaced  by  the  proposed  bridge.  One  is  located  near  the 
P.  N.  Ranch  and  is  called  the  Lohse-P.H.  Ferry.  A  spur  road  is 
being  considered  that  would  connect  the  Blaine  County  Road  to 
FAS  236.   The  Blaine  County  Commissioners  are  in  favor  of  the  spur 
if  it  runs  close  to  the  north  bank  of  the  Missouri  River.  However, 
they  stated  that  if  the  proposed  spur  runs  any  distance  north  of 
the  Missouri  River  banks,  they  would  not  be  in  favor  of  such  a  spur 
,,    and  would  do  all  in  their  power  to  get  that  proposed  route  changed. 

According  to  Edwin  Sparks,  Blaine  County  Commissioner,  the 
Jensen  Ferry  operates  yearly  from  May  20  to  November  15.  He 
states  that  in  the  past  13  years,  7,800  cars,  trucks  and  trailers 
have  used  their  ferry.  The  breakdown  is  as  follows: 
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Cars 

3,100 

Trucks 

4,680 

Trailers 

20 

People 

15,600 

It  was  also  stated  that  the  ferry  actually  operated  2,275 
days  in  the  past  13  years,  or  approximately  175  days  per  year. 
This  ferry  does  not  have  the  sand  bar  problems  the  Lohse-P.N. 
has,  and  therefore  does  not  close  down  as  often.  However,  the 
roads  into  the  ferry  are  poor  and  in  rainy  weather  are  impossible 
to  pass . 

The  normal  operating  season  is  April  1  to  November  20 
at  the  Lohse  -P.N.  Ferry.  Chouteau  County  does  not  have 
records  beyond  1965  in  regard  to  type  of  vehicle. 

Chouteau  County  officials  were  not  able  to  give  actual 
truck,  car  and  trailer  counts;  however,  they  estimate  that 
trucks  and  pickups  are  about  60%  of  the  traffic  with  30% 
allocated  to  cars.   The  remaining  10%  is  allocated  to  miscel- 
laneous vehicles . 

Their  records  indicate  the  following  people  traffic: 


1965 

5,402  persons 

1969 

6,170  persons 

1966 

6,198    " 

1970 

4,771 

1967 

6,719    " 

1971 

5,162    " 

1968 

6,518    " 

1972 

7,012    " 

People  traffic  declined  yearly  from  1967  to  1970,  but  re- 
bounded in  1971  and  1972.  Why  these  figures  are  so  erratic  is 
unknown . 

According  to  the  Chouteau  County  Commissioners,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  determine  actual  days  of  ferry  operation  because  it  is 
subject  to  the  variations  in  nature  and  mecanical  failures. 
However,  they  do  state  that  if  the  river  is  agreeable,  they 
doubt  that  more  than  an  average  of  two  weeks  time  is  lost  through- 
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out  the  ferry  period  each  year. 
4  .    Farming  and  Ranching : 

The  agricultural  areas  surrounding  the  bridge  site  are 
predominately  devoted  to  livestock  production  and  dry  land  pro- 
duction of  small  grains.   Presently  farmers  on  the  north  side  of 
the  river  haul  their  grain  to  Big  Sandy  elevators,  and  farmers  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river  use  Winifred.   Very  little  grain  is 
hauled  across  the  ferry  to  one  side  or  the  other.   Elevator 
operators  on  the  south  side  of  the  river  state  that  it  would  be 
possible  for  them  to  increase  their  business  if  the  bridge  were 
installed.   They  think  it  also  possible  that  they  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  sell  feed  and  fertilizer  across  the  Missouri.   They 
state  it  is  twice  as  far  to  Big  Sandy  for  some  north  side  farmers 
as  it  would  be  to  Winifred. 

Here  it  is  possible  that  one  area,  Winifred,  would  benefit 
at  the  expense  of  another  area,  Big  Sandy.   However,  it  should 
also  be  noted  that  there  are  only  a  few  farms  that  could  be 
persuaded  to  cross  the  river  to  sell  grain  and  any  losses  on 
grain  would  not  be  of  a  great  amount. 

The  sale  of  livestock  is  another  matter.   While  talking 
to  the  stockyard  operators  in  both  Havre  and  Lewis  town,  one  con- 
clusion was  drawn.   A  bridge  across  the  Missouri  at  the  proposed 
site  would  be  a  catastrophe  for  the  Havre  Stock  Yards,  and  a 
(     boost  for  the  Lewistown  Livestock  Market. 

While  speaking  to  Clyde  Bush  of  the  Havre  Stock  Yard,  it 
was  discovered  that  his  organization  is  against  a  bridge  at  the 
proposed  site.   The  question  was  asked  if  his  stock  yard  would  be 
as  competitive  as  Lewistown' s  market  in  case  the  bridge  was  con- 
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structed  and  competition  became  a  factor  for  the  ranchers' 
business.   He  stated  they  could  compete  -with  any  stock  yard  in  the 
state.   However,  he  also  stated  that  approximately  25  beef  ranchers 
would  be  lost  to  the  Lewis  town  market  if  the  bridge  were  built. 

While  talking  to  Don  Allen  of  the  Lewis  town  market,  he  veri- 
fied the  fact  that  the  Lewis  town  market  would  gain  from  a  bridge 
at  the  expense  of  the  Havre  market.  He  also  stated  several  cases 
of  ranchers  who  consign  at  his  market,  who  reside  across  the 
river,  and  have  hardships  at  times  coming  to  market  or  returning 
home  from  market.   Instances  were  also  mentioned  when  a  rancher 
could  not  cross  the  ferry  and  was  forced  to  travel  through  Fort 
Benton  and  into  the  Great  Falls  livestock  Market.   Cases  like  this 
cause  the  Lewistown  Market  a  loss  of  business 

They  also  have  hog  producers  who  can  only  come  to  market 
during  the  cool  months  or  when  they  can  use  the  ferry.   When  the 
weather  is  warm  or  hot,  the  long  drive  around  to  Lewistown  is  too 
much  for  hogs.   Operators  of  Lewistown' s  stockyard  feel  that  a 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  would  be  beneficial  to  the  economy 
of  the  ranchers  on  the  north  side  of  the  river   They  would 
be  able  to  cut  their  delivery  time  in  half,  saving  weight  and 
possible  death  to  the  animals. 
Mining  and  Timber : 

There  is  no  mining  or  timber  activity  in  the  area  and  at 
the  present  time  there  are  no  plans  for  any  such  activity. 
Government  Reports 

In  the  early  I960' s  (1962-1963)  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
made  an  extensive  study  of  the  entire  Missouri  River  breaks  area. 
The  Corps  was  making  the  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
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building  one  or  more  dams  along  this  section  of  the  river. 
Mainly  because  of  environmental  concerns,  it  now  appears  that  the 
dam  proposals  have  been  abandoned,  although  some  local  people  are 
vocal  in  their  desires  for  a  dam. 

The  National  Park  Service  in  1962  made  a  study  of  this  area. 
There  is  currently  a  proposal  that  the  area  from  Fort  Benton 
to  the  Robinson  Bridge  be  designated  the  "Lewis  and  Clark 
National  Wilderness  Waterway".   It  would  be  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  National  Park  Service. 

During  the  mid  I960' s  a  study  was  done  by  the  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation.   This  report,  "The  Middle  Missouri:   A 
Rediscovery" ,  was  published  before  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act  was  enacted  and  it  recommended  the  establishment  of  a 
Missouri  Breaks  National  River,   In  October,  1968,  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  waa  enacted .   This  legislation  called  for  the 
study  of  some  27  rivers  as  potential  additions  to  the  system 
created  by  the  act   One  of  the  study  rivers  was  the  Missouri  River 
from  Fort  Benton  to  Ryan  Island.   In  November  of  1972,  public 
hearings  were  held  in  Montana  by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recrea- 
tion on  the  study  area. 

The  construction  of  a  bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  in 
the  Winifred  area  would  not  preclude  or  would  not  be  precluded 
by  possible  designation  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
The  act  states  under  Section  2  that  a  proposed  river  may  be 
classified  as  one  of  the  following: 

1.   "Wild  river  areas,  those  rivers  or  sections  or  rivers 

that  are  free  of  impoundments  and  generally  inaccessible 
except  by  trail,  with  water  sheds  or  shorelines  essentially 
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primitive  and  waters  unpolluted.   They  represent  ves- 
tiges of  primitive  America." 

2.  "Scenic  river  areas,  those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers 
that  are  free  of  impoundments,  with  shorelines  or  water- 
sheds, still  largely  primitive  and  shorelines  largely 
undeveloped,  but  accessible  in  places  by  roads." 

3.  "Recreational  river  areas,  those  rivers  or  sections 

of  rivers  that  are  readily  accessible  by  road  or  rail- 
road, that  may  have  some  development  along  their  shore- 
lines and  that  may  have  undergone  some  impoundments 
or  diversion  in  the  past." 
Therefore,  it  seems  very  probable  that  a  compatible  system 
could  be  developed  between  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and 
this  proposed  project. 

During  the  93rd  Congress  a  bill  was  presented  by  Senator 
Metcalf  (Montana)  which  is  "S.  1009  A  bill  to  establish  the 
Missouri  Breaks  Scenic  Recreation  River  in  the  State  of  Mont- 
ana." As  of  February  23,  1973,  this  bill  had  been  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
At  this  time  it  is  not  known  whether  the  committee  has  taken 
any  action  on  the  bill.   A  copy  of  said  bill  follows. 
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93d  CONGRESS 

1st  Session  ^&        £j   R  R9 


IN  TEL]  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  26,1973 

Mr.  Metcalf  ini  roduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


lL  J)  11  iWfl 


To  establish  (lie  Missouri  Breaks  Scenic  Recreation  Eiver  in  the 

State  of  Montana. 

I  Be  ii  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

%  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  there  is  hereby  established  the  Missouri  Breaks  Scenic 

4  Recreation  River  (hereinafter  called  the  "river") .  The  river 

5  shall  consist  of  the  waters  of  the  Missouri  River  and  not  to 

6  exceed  one  hundred  and  eighty  thousand  acres  of  land  and  in- 

7  terests  therein  along  the  Missouri  River  approximately  one 

8  hundred  and  seventy-five  miles  from  Robinson  Bridge  to  Fort 

9  Benton.  The  boundaries  of  the  river  as  of  the  date  of  ap- 

10  proval  of  this  Act  are  shown  on  the  ma])  entitled  "Missouri 

11  Breaks  Scenic  Recreation  River"  on  file  in  the  Office  of  the 

II 
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1  Director,  Bureau  of  Laud  Management,  Department  of  the 

2  Interior,  where  it  shall  he  available  for  public  inspection.  The 

3  Secretary   of  the   Interior    (hereinafter  referred  to  as   the 

4  ''Secretary")    may   revise   the  boundaries   of  the   river  by 

5  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  a  revised  drawing  or 

6  other  boundary  description. 

7  Sec.  2.   (a)  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  river  in 

8  accordance  with  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  as  amended    (43 

9  U.S.C.     315-315r)     and    any    oilier    authority    available 

10  to  him  for  the  management  and  conservation  of  natural  re- 

11  sources  and  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  environ- 

12  Lieni,   and   under  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained 
}:)  yield  of  the  several  resources  thereon  consistent  with  the 

14  maintenance  of  the  scenic  and  recreation  qualities  of  the  river. 

15  ()))   The  Secretary  shall  designate  portions  of  the  river 

16  as   "recreation  river,"   "scenic   river"   and   "wild  river"  in 

17  accordance  with  the  following  guidelines : 

18  (1)    Wild  river  areas. — Those  sections  of  the 

19  river  that  are  free  of  impoundments  and  generally  inac- 

20  cessible  except  by  trail,  with  watersheds  or  shorelines 

21  essentially  primitive  and  waters  unpolluted. 

22  (2)    Scenic  river  areas. — Those  sections  of  the 

23  river  that  are  free  of  impoundments,  with  shorelines  or 

24  watersheds  still  largely  primitive  and  shorelines  largely 

25  undeveloped,  but  accessible  in  places  by  roads. 
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1  (3)  Recreational  river  areas. — Those  sections 

2  of  the  river  that  arc  readily  accessible  by  road  or  rail- 

3  road,  that  may  have  some  development  along  their  shore- 

4  lines,  and  that  may  have  undergone  some  impoundment 

5  or  diversion  in  the  past. 

I,  (c)    After  consultation  with  States  and  local  govern- 

7  mcnts  and  the  interested  public  the  Secretary  shall  establish 

8  a  plan  of  management,  and,  where  suitable,  of  development, 

9  for  each  of  the  designated  areas.  He  is  authorized  to  enter 

10  into   cooperative   agreements   with   other   Federal   agencies 

1 1  and  with  State  and  local  governments  for  administration  of 

12  the  river. 

13  (d)    The  Secretary  may  issue  easements,  licenses,   or 

14  permits  for  rights-of-way  through,  over  or  under  the  lands 

15  in  Federal  ownership  within  the  river,  or  for  the  use  of  such 

16  lands  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  necessary. 

17  (e)   The  Sccretaiy  shall  permit  hunting  and  fishing  in 

18  the  areas  of  the  river  in  accordance  with  applicable  Federal 

19  and  Sinte  laws,  except  that  he  may  designate  zones  where, 

20  nnd  periods  when,  no  hunting  or  fishing  shall  be  permitted 

21  for  reasons  of  public  safety  or  administration. 

22  Sec.  3.    (a)   The  Secretary  may  acquire  not  more  than 
23,  thirty  thousand  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein, 

24  including,  but  not  limited  to,  scenic  casements,  within  the 

25  boundaries  of  the  river,  by  donation,  purchase  with  donated 
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1  or  appropriated  funds,  exchange,  or  otherwise.  In  exercising 

2  his  exchange  authority,  the  Secretary  may  accept  title  to  any 

3  non-Federal  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  river  and 

4  in  exchange  therefor  he  may  convey  to  the  grantor  any 

5  federally  owned   property   under  his   jurisdiction   which    is 

6  located  in  the  State  of  Montana  which  he  classifies  as  suitable 

7  for  exchange.  The  values  of  the  properties  so  exchanged  shall 

8  be  approximately  equal,  or  if  they  are  not,  the  values  shall 

9  he  equalized  by  the  payment  of  cash  to  the  grantor  or  the 

10  Secretary  as  the  circumstances  require. 

11  (b)  Federal  property  located  within  the  river  may,  with 

12  the  concurrence  of  the  department  or  agency  -having  admin- 

13  istrativc  jurisdiction  thereof,  be  transferred,  without  transfer 

14  of  funds,  to  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 

15  for  administration  under  this  Act.  , 

16  (c)   When  a  tract  of  land  is  only  partially  within  the 

17  boundaries  of  the  river,  the  Secretary  may  acquire  the  entire 

18  tract  in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  of  seveiance  costs.  Lands 

19  so  acquired  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  river  may  be  ex- 

20  changed  by  the  Secretary  for  non-Federal  land  within  such 

21  boundaries,  and  any  portion  of  said  land  no!  utilized  for  such 

22  exchange  may  be  sold  competitively  1)}^  rho  Secretary  for 

23  not  less  than  fair  market  value. 

24  Sec.  4.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  affec.-.  the  applicability 
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1  of  the  United  States  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws  on 

2  lands  within  the  river  except  that : 

3  (a)  No  prospecting  or  mining  operations  shall  he  com- 

4  menced  or  conducted  or  mining  claims  located  after  the  effec- 

5  tivc  date  of  this  Act  until  the  Secretary  has  promulgated  such 

6  regulations  controlling  prospecting  and  mining  as  he  deems 

7  necessary  to  aclrieve  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

8  (b)    Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  any  patent  issued 

9  on  any  mining  claim  within  the  river  shall  convey  title  only 

10  to  the  mineral  deposits  and  shall  convey  only  such  rights  to 

11  the  use  of  the  surface  and  the  surface  resources  as  are  reason- 

12  ably  required  to  carry  on  prospecting  or  mining  operations 

13  and  are  consistent  with  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed 

14  by  the  Secretary. 

15  Sec.  5.    (a)   The  Secretary  shall  encourage  the  State, 

16  regional,  county  and  municipal  authorities  to  adopt  and  en- 

17  force  adequate  master  plans  and  zoning  ordinances  which 

18  will  require  the  use  and  development   of  private  property 

19  within  and  adjacent  to  the  river  in  a  manner  consistent  with 

20  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  may  provide  to  such 

21  State,  regional,  county  and  municipal  authorities  technical 

22  assistance  in  the  development  and  adoption  of  such  plans  and 

23  ordinances. 

24  (1))   The  Secretary  may  refrain  or  agree  to  refrain  from 
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1  exercising  his  authority  to  acquire  private  property  within 

2  the  boundaries  of  the  river  as  long  as  he  finds  the  applicable 

3  plan  or  ordinance  continues  to  promote  the  use  and  develop- 

4  ment  of  such  property  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the 

5  purposes  of  this  Act. 

6  Sec.  6.  In  the  development  of  the  river  for  the  purposes 

7  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  construct  a  bridge  across  the 

8  river  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  community  of  Winifred, 

9  Montana,  in  order  to  accommodate  the  flow  of  north-south 

10  traffic  through  the  area.  Such  construction  shall  be  in  accord- 

11  ancc   with   the   plan   that   is   mutually   acceptable   to   the 

12  Secretary  and  State  and  local  highway  officials,   and  that 

13  is  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary 

14  is  further  authorized  to  provide  for  pumping  facilities  and 

15  associated  pipelines  within  the  river  as  may  be  necessaiy 

16  in  order  to  assure  the  continuation  of  an  adequate  supply 

17  of  water  from  the  Missouri  River  to  the  owners  of  lands 

18  adjacent  to  the  river. 

19  Sec.  7.  No  water  impoundments  or  diversions  shall  be 

20  constructed  on  any  portions  of  the  river  designated  as  "wild 

21  river"  or  "scenic  river". 

22  Sec.  8.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

23  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 

24  of  this  Act.  To  the  extent  feasible  acquisition  and  develop- 

25  ment  of  campsites  and  historical  sites  shall  be  given  priority 

26  in  expenditure  of  f^ds. 


II-   PROBABLE  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

Broad  impacts  of  this  project  weld  be  increased  traffic 
alon^  this  route  (FAS  236),  and  economic  effects  felt  bv  the 
towns  of  Bip  Sandv  and  Winifred  and  the  entire  area  after  the 
completion  of  the  project.   Also,  this  project  would  create 
an  alternate,  'ear  around  route  for  traffic  between  "hiphline" 
communities  and  central  and  southern  Montana.   Recreation  and 
tourism  would  more  readily  increase  with  the  construction  of  the 
bridpe.   This  is  not  to  say  that  it  would  not  increase  without 
the  structure  but  that  the  potential  of  the  area  would  be  more 
fully  developed  in  respect  to  recreation  and  tourism  should 
the  bridpe  be  constructed. 

The  historic  sites  of  Camp  Cooke  and  Fort  Clappett  are  located 
at  the  confluence  of  the  Judith  and  Missouri  Rivers.   The 
sites  are  on  the  south  side  of  the  Missouri  and  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Judith  River.   Also,  the  historic  sites  of  Fort 
Chardon,  and  the  lp55  Indian  Treaty  Council  site  are  located 
on  the  north  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  across  from  the  mouth 
of  the  Judith  River  as  shown  in  Exhibits  D  and  E.   The  impact 
on  these  sites  created  b^  this  project  should  not  significantly 
chanpe  the  character  of  the  sites  since  there  is  an  existing 
road  system  in  the  area.   At  the  present  time  these  sites  are 

are  not  included  in  the  Federal  Repister  for  Historic  Site. 
However,  according  to  Mr.  Ashlev  Roberts,  Administrator  of 
Recreation  and  Parks  Division  of  the  Montana  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  work  is  currently  beinr  done  on  the  necessary 
application  to  the  National  Park  Service.   Use  of  these  sites 
will  chanpe  with  normal  traffic  prowth,  both  river  and  hiph- 
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way,  even  if  the  structure  is  not  built.   The  proposed  pro- 
ject follows  the  existing  alignment  except  at  the  bridge  approaches 
and  does  not  come  into  direct  conflict  with  these  sites. 

Some  people  feel  that  access  to  the  river  in  this  area 
should  not  be  changed  so  that  the  existing  character  of  the 
area  would  not  change.  However,  there  are  existing  roads  to 
this  area  and  means  of  crossing  the  river  at  the  two  area  ferry 
crossings  during  a  period  of  March  through  October.  With  the 
existing  road  system  and  with  consideration  of  normal  traf- 
fic growth,  there  will  be  increased  traffic  through  this  area 
even  if  the  bridge  is  not  built. 

There  would  be  a  visual  impact  of  seeing  the  bridge  by 
those  who  are  floating  the  river  or  camping  in  the  area.   This 
impact  as  viewed  by  these  people  might  be  considered  detri- 
mental but  through  good  planning  and  design,  this  impact  can 
be  greatly  minimized. 

At  the  request  of  the  commissioners  of  Fergus  and  Chouteau 
Counties,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  1970,  did  a  study  of  cor- 
rective measures  for  the  erosion  problems  at  the  Lohse-P.N. 
Ferry.   The  erosion  problem  at  the  ferry  site  and  upstream  from 
the  site,  is  destroying  both  the  left  and  right  banks  to  a  point 
where  the  ferry  will  soon  be  inoperable  and  this  erosion  pro- 
blem is  also  removing  land  from  the  recreation  area  at  a  rapid 
rate.   The  erosion  problem  could  be  corrected  during  construc- 
tion of  the  structure  thereby  minimizing  these  adverse  im- 
pacts. 

This  structure  would  be  the  only  bridge  crossing  the 
Missouri  between  Fort  Benton  and  the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge 
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on  U.  S.  191.  This  is  a  section  of  river  approximately  125 
miles  in  length.   The  structure  would  diminish  the  wild  river 
characteristics;  however,  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  has 
stated  (letter  included  in  Section  IX)  that  the  area  of  the 
proposed  bridge  would  probably  be  classed  as  a  recreational 
river  if  this  section  of  the  Missouri  (Fort  Benton  to  Ryan 
Island)  were  included  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
They  also  say,  as  far  as  their  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  study  is 
concerned,  that  they  do  not  foresee  any  conflict  with  this 
feasibility  study.  As  to  the  possible  impact  of  bridge  con- 
struction, this  would  depend  on  factors  such  as  the  type  of 
structure  proposed,  its  effect  on  the  free  flowing  character- 
istics of  the  river  and  its  actual  location.  Also,  Senator 
Metcalf's  proposed  Bill  S.  1009  has  a  section  which  states 
that  the  Federal  agency  will  construct  a  bridge  at  the  loca- 
tion of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry.   The  section  on  Government 
Reports  has  a  copy  of  this  bill  included  within  it. 

The  impact  of  the  structure  on  navigational  requirements 
would  be  the  vertical  clearance  of  the  structure  from  water 
surface,  the  span  width  between  piers,  and  the  approaches  to 
the  structures.  The  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  does  presently  consi- 
der this  section  of  the  Missouri  River  as  a  navigable  river. 
All  necessary  requirements  for  clearance  and  impact  comments 
from  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  have  been  accomplished  during  the 
review  process  of  the  draft  of  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ment.  Upon  commencement  of  the  structure  design,  all  neces- 
ary  requirements  and  specifications  of  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  design. 
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The  proposed  project  will  not  require  the  relocation  of 
any  people  or  homes. 
III.   PROBABLE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 

This  project  should  not  have  any  long-lasting  signifi- 
cant effect  on  noise,  air,  or  water  pollution. 

The  majority  of  any  air  or  water  pollution  that  does 
occur  will  take  place  while  the  project  is  under  construction. 
However,  the  contractor  will  be  required  to  adhere  to  all 
applicable  state  and  national  laws  pertaining  to  these  matters. 
The  Montana  Department  of  Highways'  Standard  Specifications 
clearly  define  the  methods  the  contractor  is  to  use  to  pre- 
vent water  and  air  pollution. 

There  are  a  few  farmsteads  located  near  this  project. 
Taking  this  into  account,  along  with  the  average  daily  traffic, 
this  improvement  will  not  exceed  the  design  noise  levels  con- 
tained in  Federal  Highway  Administration  Policy  and  Proce- 
dure Memorandum  90-2,  Noise  Standards  and  Procedures.   The 
following  information  and  procedure  was  used  for  the  determin- 
ation of  the  noise  levels  : 

1.  Design  Speed  is  50  m.p.h. 

1998  Average  Daily  Traffic  =  120  vehicles. 
Percent  Trucks  =  15.5%;  will  use  16% 
Distance  of  observer  from  center  line  roadway  is 
100  feet.   (Park  Land  and  P.N.  Ranch  House) 

2.  The  following  table  is  taken  from  PPM  90-2  and,  as 
it  states,  gives  Design  Noise  Level/Land  Use  Rela- 
tionships .   This  project  is  in  Land  Use  Category  "B" . 
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*  ^10  "  tne  sound  level  which  is  exceeded  only  10%  of  the  time;  the  level 
indicating  the  most  noisy  events  at  a  point,  representing  generally  the 
noisiest  vehicles    in  a   traffic    flow  mix. 
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DESIGN  NOISE  LEVEL/LAND  USE  RELATIONSHIPS 

Land  Use    Design  Noise 

Category    Level  -   10#    Description  of  Land  Use  Category 

A  60  dBA       Tracts  of  lands  in  which  serenity  and 

(Exterior)     quiet  are  of  extraordinary  significance 
and  serve  an  important  public  need,  and 
where  the  preservation  of  those  qual- 
ities is  essential  if  the  area  is  to 
continue  to  serve  its  intended  pur- 
pose'.  Such  areas  could  include  amphi- 
theaters, particular  parks  or  portions 
of  parks,  or  open  spaces  which  are 
dedicated  or  recognized  by  appropriate 
local  officials  for  activities  requiring 
special  qualities  of  serenity  and  quiet, 

B  70  dBA       Residences,  motels,  hotels,  public 

(Exterior)     meeting  rooms,  schools,  churches,  li- 
braries, hospitals,  picnic  areas, 
recreation  areas,  playgrounds,  active 
sports  areas,  and  parks. 

C  75  dBA       Developed  lands,  properties  or  activi- 

(Exterior)     ties  not  included  in  categories  A  and 
B  above . 

D  --  For  requirements  on  undeveloped  lands 

see  paragraphs  5a(5)  and  (6),  this  PPM. 

E  55  dBA       Residences,  motels,  hotels,  public 

(Interior)     meeting  rooms,  schools,  churches,  li- 
braries, hospitals  and  auditoriums. 

For  the  preceeding  nomograph  (Figure  4.10)  the  following 
calculations  are  needed: 

Q  =  10  -  12%  of  the  average  daily  traffic. 

=  127o  x  120  =  14.4  --  use  15  vehicles  per  hour. 
De  (effective  distance)  may  be  considered  as  the  geo- 
metric mean  of  the  distance  from  the  observer  to 
nearest  lane  and  the  farthest  lane  center  line, 


or;  De  =VDn  x  Df  =  V106  x  96  =  710,176  =  100.8  feet 
use  101  feet. 
The  preceeding  calculations,  the  traffic  data,  and  the  nomo- 
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graph  combined  give  the  L..  „  noise  level  approximately 
61  dBA.   This  noise  level  is  well  within  the  70  dBA 
allowable  for  the  land  use  encountered  on  this  project. 

The  implementation  of  this  project  is  not  anticipated 
to  have  significant  air  quality  impact.   Therefore,  in  accor- 
dance with  paragraph  6.b  (1)  (b)  of  the  air  quality  guide- 
lines, we  are  not  required  to  solicit  comments  from  t he  cog- 
nizant air  pollution  control  agency.   The  Montana  Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  is  the  agency.   They  have 
informed  the  Department  of  Highways  that  Montana's 
Implementation  Plan  does  not  contain  a  section  on  transpor- 
tation control  strategy  since  Montana  does  not  have  a  serious 
pollution  problem  caused  by  highway  vehicles.   Therefore, 
the  Department  of  Highways  takes  this  as  confirmation  of 
our  finding  of  no  significant  impact. 
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The   commitment   of  right-of-way   for   the   structure,    ap- 
proaches  and   spur  road  will   remove   this   land    from  its   present 
use. 

The  project  will  not  preclude    the  river   from  being   used 
for   recreational    or  navigational  purposes.      Visual   impact  of 
the  bridge  as   related    to  recreational   activities   might  be 
considered  detrimental.      However,    the   structure  would   be  de- 
signed  in  such  a  manner  as    to  make   it  and    the  approaches   as 
aesthetically  pleasing  as   possible   to   the   surroundings   and    to 
minimize  its    impact.      (See   Exhibit   J).      A  structure  developed 
as   a  welded   plate   girder   or  welded   box  girder  would   possibly 
be   used.      This   structure,    in  addition   to  being  a  pleasing 
design,   could   be  painted   a  shade   of  brown,   green,    or   some 
other  color   that  would   blend  with   surrounding.      It  would 
not  have   to  be   silver   in  color.      The   structure  will   not  have 
an  adverse   impact   on  navigation,    but  coordination  with  U.S. 
Coast  Guard    to  minimize   these   impacts  will   be   accomplished 
during   the  design  process. 

This   structure  will   be  crossing  a  125  mile  section   of 
the  Missouri  River,  which  presently   is   bridged    only  by   ferry. 
The   impact   of   this   crossing  could   be   adverse   to   the  concept 
of   a  long   stretch   of  wild   river.      However,    the   existence   of 
the  present  access   and   ferry   tends    to  diminish   this   aspect   at 
the  present  time.      As   stated    in   the   section   on  Recreation  and 
tourism  it  could   be  possible   to  develop  a  monument   site   for   the 
ferry. 

With   the   location   of   the  proposed   bridge  presently  being 
just  east   of   the  Lohse-P.N.    Ferry,    it  would   avoid    a  parcel    of 

59 


land  leased  to  the  State  of  Montana  for  a  river  recreation  area. 
An  alternate  "C"  for  the  structure  to  cross  this  park  land  was 
presented  in  the  draft  as  the  most  feasible  alternate.   This 
crossing  would  require  a  section  4(f)  determination.   This  de- 
termination and  measures  to  avoid,  replace,  or  minimize  the 
impact  of  this  alternate  in  these  lands  is  discussed  fully  in 
Section  VIII.   Since  the  time  that  the  draft  was  circulated 
for  comments  there  have  been  meetings  held  with  the  Fish  and 
Game  Department  and  Department  of  Highways,  and  comments  received 
which  are  100%  against  this  Alternate.   The  meeting  and  comments 
did  bring  forth  a  good  alternate  which  is  just  east  of  the  park 
land  and  present  ferry  (alternate  "E"  ,  see  exhibits  B,  C,  F  and 
G) .   This  alternate  "EM  is  the  proposed  alternate  to  be  used  in 
crossing  the  river. 
IV.   ALTERNATIVES 

A.   LOCATION  CRITERIA 

In  determining  the  most  suitable  location  for  this  pro- 
ject, the  following  items  were  considered: 
1 .   Horizontal  Curvature 

There  is  no  horizontal  curvature  involved  in  the 
structure.   The  structure  will  be  placed  perpendicular  or 
have  a  small  skew  angle  to  the  flow  of  the  river.   How- 
ever, the  approach  roads  leading  to  the  bridge  will  most 
definitely  have  horizontal  curvature.   The  actual  figures 
have  not  been  determined,  but  will  be  developed  from 
the  requirements  of  Department  of  Highways,  Road  Design 
Manual . 
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2.  Grades 

There  will  be  no  appreciable  grade  on  the  struc- 
ture except  for  a  grade  that  will  be  provided  for 
drainage.   The  grades  on  the  approaches  will  not  be 
steeper  than  7  percent  and  in  actual  design  should 
be   between  3  to  5  percent. 

3 .  Existing  Roadway  and  Connecting  Road 

The  existing  secondary  highway  will,  for  the  most 
part,  remain  intact  for  this  project.   The  only  changes 
being  the  approaches  to  the  structure.   Future  projects 
will  be  developed  to  upgrade  the  secondary  highway 
between  Big  Sandy  and  Winifred  as  stated  in  section 
I. A.  of  this  report. 

The  connecting  road,  as  discussed  in  the  Descrip- 
tion of  the  Project  Section,  will  have  sharp  curves 
and  steep  grades  to  minimize  disruption  of  wildlife 
habitat.   Exhibits  B  and  H  show  the  approximate  align- 
ments for  the  roadway.   Alternate  "1"  of  exhibit  B  is 
closely  related  to  the  existing  road  shown  in  ex- 
hibit H. 

4 .  Landslides 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  the  geology  study  of 
the  area,  there  are  and  will  continue  to  be  land- 
slides.  Some  have  been  caused  by  construction  activi- 
ties, but  many  occur  naturally.   All  slides  vary  in  de- 
gree and  activity. 

In  construction  of  the  new  connecting  road  or 
improvement  of  the  existing  road,  the  cut  and  fill 


61 


sections  must  be  Kept  to  an  absolute  minimum. 
This  will  be  necessary  because  of  possible  failure  by 
sliding.   In  holding  cut  and  fill  sections  to  a  min- 
imum, the  character  of  the  road  will  be  one  of  fairly 
steep  grades  and  sharp  curvature. 
B.   DESCRIPTION  OF  ALTERNATES 

The  site  for  the  bridge  has  been  limited  to  the 
area  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  due  to  the  following: 

1.  It  is  the  accepted  traffic  corridor  through 
this  area  . 

2.  The  commissioners  of  the  three  (3)  counties 
involved  (Fergus,  Chouteau,  and  Blaine)  are 

in  agreement  that  a  bridge  site  at  or  near  the 
Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  crossing  on  FAS  236  would  be 
the  best  location  and  that  this  site  would 
provide  the  best  service  to  the  most  people. 

3.  The  preliminary  geologic  reconnaissance  done 
by  the  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  High- 
ways, indicated  that  the  present  ferry  cross- 
ing near  the  P.N.  Ranch  is  at  a  narrow,  more 
stable  part  of  the  Missouri  River  channel,  the 
channel  both  up  and  downstream  being  more 
divided  and  meandering. 

Consideration  of  five  different  sites  for  a  structure  (s) 
crossing  the  river  have  been  studied  with  the  alternate  at  the 
present  ferry  site  being  the  most  economic  and  least  degrading 
to  the  total  area.   The  economics  of  this  alternate  would  be  the 
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the  same  as  that  which  serves  the  park  land  but  would  not  be  as 
degrading  to  the  area  in  that  it  would  not  touch  the  park  land. 
The  alternates  are  shown  in  Exhibits  B  and  F. 
Alternate  A 

One  alternate  considered  would  begin  on  the  south  side  of 
the  Missouri  River,  at  a  point  on  FAS  236  approximately  two 
miles  south  of  the  P.N.  Ranch  headquarters.   It  would  progress 
northwesterly  crossing  both  the  Judith  and  Missouri  Rivers. 
It  would  then  turn  and  progress  northerly  until  it  intersects 
FAS  236.   This  alternate  would  require  building  two  structures 
and  the  building  of  an  additional  2+  miles  of  new  roadway  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river.   Also,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
improve  approximately  3+  miles  of  existing  roadway  on  the 
north  side  of  the  river.   This  alignment  would  also  go  through  the 
general  area  of  Camp  Cooke  and  Fort  Claggett.  (See  exhibits 
B,  D  and  E.) 
Alternate  B 

Another  alternate  considered  would  be  to  cross  the  river 
just  northeast  of  the  P.N.  Ranch  headquarters.   This  alternate 
would  require  a  very  long  structure  to  cross  the  main  channel 
and  the  flood  channel  along  with  the  flood  plain  between  these 
channels.   Also,  approximately  one-fourth+  miles  of  additional 
new  roadway  would  have  to  be  constructed  on  the  north  side  of 
the  river.   This  alternate  would  be  just  west  of  the  park. 
Alternate  C 

This  alternate  is  the  crossing  which  would  sever  the 
Section  4(f)  land.   This  alternate  would  closely  follow  the 
existing  road  alignment  and  would  cross  the  river  just  west 
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of  the  present  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  site. 
Alternate  D 

This  crossing  would  be  located  downstream  from  the  Lohse- 
P.N.  Ferry.   At  this  location,  it  would  be  necessary  to  cross 
Dog  Creek,  on  the  south  side  of  the  river,  at  least  once  and 
more  likely  twice,  or  channel  change  Dog  Creek.   This  would 
mean  additional  structure  (s) .   Also,  at  this  site  irrigated 
land  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  would  be  severed  and  re- 
moved from  present  use.   This  route  would  require  an  additional 
1+  mile  of  roadway. 
Alternate  E 

This  crossing  would  be  at  the  present  location  of  the 
Lohse-P.N.  Ferry.   It  would  be  just  east  of  the  present  ferry 
and  would  avoid  encroachment  onto  the  park  lands.   No  addition 
road  would  be  necessary  for  this  crossing.   This  crossing  would 
have  a  skewed  structure  as  shown  on  Exhibits  B,  C  and  F. 

Alternate  E  has  been  chosen  for  the  future  development  of 
this  project.   This  alternate  will  avoid  any  taking  from  the 
Section  4(f)  land.   It  will  provide  for  reasonable  design  stan- 
dards on  the  approaches  and  can  be  constructed  at  a  reasonable 
cost.   Most  importantly,  it  will  cause  the  least  disruption  to 
the  local  environment  becuase  it  follows  the  existing  transpor- 
tation corridor  very  closely. 

Section  D  of  ALTERNATIVES  discusses  the  cost  estimates  of 
these  alternates. 

Under  the  assumption  that  the  bridge  would  be  built,  the 
following  description  of  alternates  for  the  connection  road  between 
FAS  236  and  the  Blaine  County  road  system  are  described. 
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The  connecting  road  between  Blaine  County  and  FAS  236 
would  leave  FAS  236  at  a  point  approximately  one-half  mile  north 
of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry.   From  this  point,  the  road  would  run 
basically  easterly  until  reaching  the  Birch  Creek  drainage. 
At  this  point,  three  (3)  alternates  are  available  for  considera- 
tion,  (see  Exhibits  B  and  H) 
Alternate  No.  1 

The  route  would  then  go  northeasterly  up  the  Birch 
Creek  drainage  to  a  point  where  it  would  again  turn  easter- 
ly.  It  would  then  cross  over  Birch  Creek  Hill  to  a  point 
called  Iron  City.   This  alignment  is  very  similar  to 
that  road  which  is  shown  in  Exhibit  H. 
Alternate  No.  2 

The  route  would  cross  the  Birch  Creek  drainage  and 
continue  basically  easterly  to  Iron  City  on  the  river  face 
south  face  of  the  ridge  line. 

At  Iron  City,  Alternate  No.  1  and  No.  2  would  con- 
nect to  one  route,  again  proceeding  easterly  to  a  point 
on  the  Blaine  County  road  system  approximately  four 
miles  north  of  the  Jensen  Ferry. 
Alternate  No.  3 

The  route  would  then  go  northeasterly  up  the  Birch 
Creek  drainage  to  the  confluence  of  Birch  Creek  and 
Black  Coulee.   The  route  would  continue  northeasterly  up 
Black  Coulee  to  a  point  where  the  first  major  drainage 
enters  Black  Coulee  from  the  east.   The  road  would  then 
continue  up  this  side  drainage  in  a  southeasterly  dir- 
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ection  until  connecting  to  the  Blaine  County  road  sys- 
tem. 

The  three  alternates  would  all  connect  to  the  Blaine 
County  road  system  on  Ragland  Bench  approximately  four  miles 
north  of  the  Jensen  Ferry.   Alternate  No.  3  will  be  approximately 
1%  miles  longer  than  the  other  two  but  will  have  the  least 
percent  of  grade  of  the  three  alternates. 

The  connecting  road  would  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on 
those  floating  the  river.   The  alternates  would  not  be  visible 
from  the  river  with  the  exception  that  it  may  be  possible  to 
see  the  road  when  floating  past  the  mouth  of  Birch  Creek. 
However ,' this  is  not  probable  due  to  the  difference  in  ele- 
vation and  the  terrain  in  the  area  of  Birch  Creek.   Also  Alter- 
nate No.  2  (the  alternate  least  likely  to  be  used)  could 
possibly  be  seen  while  floating  the  river  since  its  alignment 
is  on  the  river  side  of  the  ridge  used  to  climb  from  the  Birch 
Creek  drainage  to  Ragland  Bench.   The  other  alternates  will  not 
be  visible  from  the  river  except,  as  previously  mentioned,  at 
the  mouth  of  Birch  Creek.   The  road  will  basically  parallel 
the  river  but  will  be  a  minimum  of  one-half  mile  from  the  river. 
It  therefore  should  in  no  way  violate  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act. 

The  county  commissioners  of  Blaine  County  are  not  in  favor 
of  a  connecting  road  between  Chouteau  and  Blaine  counties  unless 
the  road  could  be  built  close  to  the  southern  edge  of  Blaine 
county  to  service  the  ranchers  in  that  area.   They  stated  that 
if  the  road  could  not  be  built  in  this  area  that  they  would  have 
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to  continue  operation  of  the  Jensen  Ferry  and  would  not  parti- 
cipate in  the  structure  crossing  at  the  P.N.  site.   After  a 
field  review  in  July,  1973  with  the  Department  of  Highways 
and  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  it  was  understood  that  the 
existing  trail  (see  exhibit  H)  would  be  close  to  the  best 
alignment.   However,  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  is  apprehen- 
sive about  a  road  in  this  area  due  to  the  fragile  nature  of  the 
countyside  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  area. 

The  three  alternates  that  have  been  described  do  not  have 
a  direct  relation  to  the  usage  of  Section  4  (f)  lands.   As  shown 
in  Exhibits  "B"  and  "C",  the  portion  of  the  project  which  is 
involved  is  the  structure  and  its  approaches. 

The  Section  4(f)  land  (see  Exhibit  "C")  involved,  if  Alter- 
nate "C"  were  to  be  used,  is  a  portion  of  Lot  seven  (7),  Town- 
ship twenty-three  (23)  North,  Range  sixteen  (16)  East,  which 
lies  west  and  south  of  FAS  236.   This  land  developed  for  river 
recreation  by  the  State  of  Montana  was  obtained  by  easement  from 
the  landowner.   The  land  has  been  developed  with  a  parking  area 
adjacent  to  FAS  236  and  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  and  with  camp  sites 
and  picnic  areas  on  the  westerly  portion  of  the  land. 

Consideration  of  an  improved  ferry  system  at  this  site  has 
also  been  given.   However,  as  with  the  present  ferry  system,  the 
facts  are  that  the  ferry  has  to  be  removed  from  the  river  during 
the  winter  due  to  ice.   Also,  the  hours  of  operation  of  the  ferries 
are,  as  free  ferries,  limited  from  7:00  a.m.  to  7:00  p.m.   These 
hours  normally  are  for  March  or  April  through  October   but  due 
to  weather  conditions,  this  time  period  may  be  shorter  or  longer. 

From  a  study  done  in  1970,  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  on 
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*The  primary  concern  of  local  interests  is  the  pre- 
servation of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry,  which  operates  from 
March  to  October,  and  transports  tourists,  plus  farm-to- 
market  traffic.   In  recent  years,  the  traffic  count  has 
averaged  about  6,000  persons  per  year.   Erosion  occurring 
along  both  banks  of  the  Missouri  River  upstream  from  the 
ferry  has  caused  channel  widening  to  such  an  extent  that 
continued  operation  of  the  ferry  crossing  at  this  loca- 
tion is  in  jeopardy.   Both  landing  abutments  of  the  ferry 
have  been  relocated  landward  as  erosion  continued;  how- 
ever, the  maximum  ferry  operating  width,  using  existing 
equipment  has  been  reached.   The  addition  of  new  ferry 
equipment  has  been  considered,  but  complete  modification 
would  provide  only  a  temporary  solution.   As  the  channel 
widens,  it  will  develop  a  split  flow  with  a  central  high 
bar  and  eventually  eliminate  ferry  operations  due  to  inad- 
equate ferry  draft  clearance.  8/ 

Since  the  time  that  the  study  was  done  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  the  commissioners  of  Chouteau,  Fergus,  and  Blaine 
Counties  have  requested  that  the  Department  of  Highways  do  a 
feasibility  study  for  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  in  the 
area  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  crossing. 
C.    THE "NO  BUILD"  ALTERNATE 

The  "no-build"  alternative  was  considered,  but  is  not 
recommended.   As  previously  mentioned  the  existing  ferry  system 
has  reached  its  workable  limits  and  would  have  to  be  replaced 
in  the  near  future  if  the  no-build  alternative  is  accepted. 
8/   Refer  to  Appendix  B. 
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Also,  in  the  past  year  the  system  has  not  been  reliable  during 
the  summer  due  to  low  water.   The  development  of  a  mid-stream 
sand  bar  has,  over  the  past  few  years,  also  curtailed  full  use 
of  the  ferry  during  the  summer  months. 

In  not  building  the  structure  the  existing  ferry  would  not 
allow  full  development  of  the  recreation  and  tourist  poten- 
tial which  is  present  in  the  area.   The  "no-build"  alterna- 
tive could  limit  economic  opportunities  in  the  area  and  also 
limit  the  opportunity  to  help  stabilize  the  population  decline 
of  the  general  area  of  the  three  counties  involved.   This 
is  not  to  say  that  this  project  would  stop  the  decline  in 
population  but  is  an  important  factor  which  could  help  curb 
the  decline. 

The  "no  build"  alternative  does  have  appeal  in  that  the 
area  would  continue  to  stay  in  a  very  natural  state  or  as 
close  to  a  natural  and  historic  state  as  it  is  now. 
D.    ESTIMATED  COST  ANALYSIS 

Approximate  costs  for  the  various  alternates  are  tabu- 
lated as  follows:   (See  next  page.) 
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The  preceeding  estimated  cost  analysis  and  the  road  user 
costs  were  developed  by  means  of  a  trip  from  Havre  to  Lewis- 
town  as  a  control  distance  and  $.14  per  mile  as  the  operating 
cost  of  the  vehicle.   The  annual  maintenance  and  construction 
costs  were  developed  on  a  50  year  life  at  6%   interest.   The 
traffic  volume,  for  the  road  user  cost,  was  developed  under 
the  conditions  that  a  structure  did  now  exist.   The  assumed 
present  average  daily  traffic  of  35  and  the  design  year  aver- 
age daily  traffic  of  120  were  averaged  to  estimate  the  traf- 
fic volume.   In  Section  I. A.  it  was  stated  that  the  operators 
of  the  ferries  said  that  10  vehicles  per  day  use  the  ferries 
on  a  year  around  basis.   The  difference  between  the  two 
average  daily  traffic  figures  of  10  and  35  evolves  from  the 
premise  that  if  the  structure  was  not  existing  and  was  to 
be  built  now,  there  would  be  an  immediate  jump  in  traffic 
from  10  to  35  vehicles  per  day. 

With  the  existing  or  an  improved  ferry,  it  is  not  pos- 
sible to  have  year  around  services  due  mainly  to  the  inability 
of  a  ferry  to  operate  during  the  winter  freeze  up  of  the  river. 
Also,  ferry  services  are  not  operated  as  free  services  24  hours 
a  day.   There  is  a  nominal  fee  to  cross  by  ferry  between 
the  hours  of  7:00p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.   This,  therefore,  creates 
an  imposition  to  the  road  user.   During  the  months  which  the 
ferries  operate  a  person  could  cross  between  7:00  a.m.  and 
7:00  p.m.  at  no  cost  other  than  a  time  delay  while  crossing 
or  waiting  to  cross.   During  the  night  a  road  user  has  three 
alternatives:   (1)  pay  the  fee  to  cross;  (2)  wait  until  the 
next  day  to  cross;  or  (3)  go  by  a  different,  longer  route. 
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All    of   these   are   additional   costs    to   the  road    user  above   normal 
operating  cost.      During   that   time  when   the    ferries   are  completely 
out   of   service    the   road    user  has   a  choice   of  not  going   or  having 
to   go   by   a  different   route,   which  would    be   longer.      The   addi- 
tional  cost  all  depends    upon  where   the    trip   originates   and 
what   the  destination   is.      This   makes   every  road   users   case 
different . 

V.        THE  RELATIONSHIP   BETWEEN  LOCAL   SHORT-TERM  USES   OF  MAN'S   ENVIRON- 

MENT  AND   THE  MAINTENANCE  AND   ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

Construction   of   the   bridge   and   approaches  will   require 
some  minor  disruption   of   the   landscape   and   a   temporary   increase 
in  air   and  water  pollution.      However,  when  completed   and  when 
vegetation  has   been  reestablished,    the  project  will   provide   a 
bridge  with  proper  drainage,    adequate  driving  widths,    and   a 
minimum  amount   of  environmental  degradation.      The   bridge  will 
provide   a   safe,    and   efficient   transportation   facility   for   the 
traveling  public. 

A  long   term  loss  would   be    the   bridging   of   a   long   stretch 
of   unbridged   river.      However,   not   bridging   this   stretch   of  river 
would   not  help   the   long-term  growth   of   the   area.      It  could 
very  well   hinder  man's   productivity   in   this   area. 
VI.        IRREVERSIBLE  AND   IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS   OR  RESOURCES 

The   structural   material  which  would   be   used   in   the  con- 
struction  of   the   bridge   and    the   soils   and   aggregates    used    in 
the   construction  of   the   approaches    to   the   structure  will   be 
irretrievable  but   the   quantities   involved   are  minimal.      Also,    the 
bridging   of   this   long   stretch   of   unbridged   river  would   be   a 
commitment   of  resources.      It  is   conceivable    that   the   structure 

could   be  removed   at  some   time   in   the   future;   however,    this 
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seems  extremely  unlikely.   Historically,  once  man  conquers  the 
obstacles  of  nature,  he  is  not  inclined  to  reverse  the  process. 

In  this  area  there  has  not  been  a  great  exploitation  of 
the  country-side  by  roads.   There  are  a  few  farms,  or  ranch 
and  county  roads  that  connect  to  the  existing  Secondary  High- 
way, F.A.S.  236,  which  is  the  main  north-south  road  through  the 
area.   The  enclosed  portion  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Map  of  the  area  (see  Exhibit  "H")  shows  the  developed  roads 
and  trails  which  traverse  the  area  surrounding  the  proposed 
bridge  site.   The  proposed  project  will  not  change  nor  add 
to  the  existing  system,  with  the  sole  exception  of  the  spur  road 
to  be  built  on  the  alignment  of  the  trail  between  Chouteau 
and  Blaine  counties  on  the  north  side  of  the  river.   The  spur 
would  be  an  upgrading  of  the  existing  trail  to  a  year  around 
county  road  . 

Exhibit  "J"  and  the  cover  depict  how  the  structure  would 
be  fitted  to  the  area  to  minimize  the  impact  of  the  structure 
on  the  natural  surroundings. 
VII.   MEASURES  TO  MINIMIZE  HARM  TO  SECTION  4(f)  LANDS 

With  the  proposed  project  at  the  feasibility  study  level, 
no  actual  development  of  plans  has  been  undertaken.   However,  as 
a  result  of  the  comments  received  on  the  draft  statement  and 
our  studies  of  various  location  alternatives,  it  has  been 
decided  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to  support  a  finding  of 
"no  feasible  and  prudent  alternative"  to  the  taking  of  4  (f) 
land.   Therefore,  Alternate  E  has  been  selected  for  future 
design  development.   Selection  of  this  alternate  will  cost  less 
than  37o  more  than  the  cheapest  alternate,  Alternate  C.,  which 
intrudes  upon  the  4  (f )  .land  . 


VIII.      EXHIBITS 
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Exhibit  "A" 
Location  Map 
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Exhibit 
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Exhibit  MB" 
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Exhibit  "B" 
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Exhibit  "B" 
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Exhibit  "D* 
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PROPOSED   BRIDGE  SITE 


ROBINSON  BRIDGE 


■L8C  Campsite 
May  23, 1805 


HISTORIC    AND    NATURAL    FEATURES 

OF    THE   PROPOSED 

LEWIS    AND    CLARK 
NATIONAL    WILDERNESS    WATERWAY 

MONTANA 

NATIONAL    PARK     SERVICE 
UNITED  STATES   DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
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MOTE :  Parenthesis  indicates  anginal  Lewis  and  Clark  names  nam  obsolete 
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Exhibit  "E1 


LEGEND 


A  OPEN     CAMP 

@  OPEN    CAMP  WITH  TIPI    RINGS 

A  OPEN    CAMP -STRATIFIED 

-Q-  BURIAL 

D  BISON  KILL 

•  HISTORIC    SITE 


Note:   Archeotogical    data   on  this  mop  wos  provided 
by   th«  Smithsonian   Institution. 

,.,. .  ..  io-!Z-ez 


ARCHEOLOGICAL       SITES 

OF    THE    PROPOSED 

LEWIS    AND    CLARK 
NATIONAL    WILDERNESS    WATERWAY 

MONTANA 

NATIONAL    PARK    SERVICE 
UNITED  STATES   DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
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Exhibit  "F1 
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Exhibit  "G" 


Looking  South  across 
the  Missouri  River  with 
a  portion  of  the  Judith 
River  Recreation  Area 
in  the  foreground 


Looking  Southeast  from 
within  the  Park  with 
the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  in 
the  background  (at  arrow) 
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Exhibit  "II' 


LEGEND 

Public  Land    BLM 
Public  Land  C  of  E 
State   Lands 


SCALE    IN    MILES 
2  3 
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Township  No. 


£3  A/ Range  No. /£.£ Meridian  In - 


y»         &3  A/ Range  No /J££. 


Meridian  In 


,23/V.. 


Range  So /&<*? 


Meridian  In  _ 


LEGEND 


B.L.M. 

5  TATE 

FRANK 
5  EDNA 


RM.   GRAZING    ASS'N 

GRACE  G.  5ANEORD 

W/WIFRED  P  JR.  S;  INEZ   HALTER 

FRANK    DRGA 

CHARLES  P  LUTGE    % 
JOHN  PAVLOVICK 

XF.    HUSAR 

GEORGE   BLEHA 

FRANK J?  AUDREY  MORAVEC 

RICHARD  MAGDA 
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Exhibit   "J' 
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NIFRED,  MONTANA 
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Sketched  By.- 
Bridge  Section 
Montana  department  of  Highways 


FEDERAL  AID  PROJECT    NO.    RS-68(6) 


Aerial    View     Of    proposed     Bridge        looking     west 


SECTION  IX 


PRELIMINARY  REQUEST  FOR  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL 
AGENCIES  AND  OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 

I.   DISTRIBUTION 


The  following  letter  and  list  shows  the  request  for  comments 
on  the  proposed  project.   Comments  were  received  from  some  of 
these  agencies  and  organizations.   Also,  comments  were  received 
from  organizations  not  shown  on  the  list. 
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Sent  to  enclosed  list. 


'    H.  J.   ANDERSON 
Director   Of   Highways 


'  32-GOP 

S  68  (6) 

Bridge  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


This  is  with  regard  to  a  possible  bridge  crossing  of  the  Missouri 
River  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

There  are  presently  no  bridges  crossing  the  Missouri  River  between 
Fort  Benton  and  Robinson  Bridge,  a  distance  of  about  95  miles  by 
air  or  about  125  miles  by  river.  Vehicles  cross  the  river  by  ferries 
'  which  operate  during  the  summer  months  only,  and  even  then  problems 
are  encountered  during  periods  of  low  water. 

The  County  Commissioners  from  Chouteau  County,  Blaine  County,  and 
,  Fergus  County  feel  that  this  is  a  very  serious  problem  and  have 
'recently  requested  that  some  $20,000  of  their  Secondary  Road  funds 
be  utilized  for  a  feasibility  study  for  the  eventual  construction 
of  a  new  bridge,  which  would  cross  the  Missouri  River  on  or  near 
Secondary  Route  236  northwest  of  Winifred.   It  is  hoped  that  the 
bridge  together  with  appropriate  connecting  roads  would  eventually 
eliminate  the  need  for  two  ferries;  the  one  north  of  Winifred  and 
the  one  northwest  of  Winifred. 

Our  purpose  in  writing  to  you  is  to  let  you  know  about  the  study 
that  we  are  initiating  and  to  ask  that  you  advise  us  of  anything 
that  you  know  about  the  area  or  of  anything  planned  for  the  area 
that  might  help  us  in  our  studies.  Any  views  or  opinions  either  for 
or  against  the  project  will  also  be  appreciated. 

It  is  our  current  feeling  that  the  project  will  not  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment  so  we  plan  to  prepare  a  Negative 
Declaration  rather  than  an  Environmental  Statement.   However,  any 
information  or  comments  relating  to  environmental  matters  that  you 
might  furnish  will  be  appreciated  and  utilized. 


1 .    >'    rr.CNi  v 


CEORGI.    '.'I'CA.'JOVICH.   chairman 

H!   ,    •    -.A 


V- 1 1.  L  I  ■',  :\ 


V     •'•      ,-<-.'   '   t.Y 
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For  orientation  purposes,  we  are  enclosing  a  map  of  the  State  of 
Montana.  On  the  centerfold  you  will  find  the  area  being  discussed. 

The  following  list  indicates  those  agencies  to  which  this  letter  is 
being  sent.  If  you  are  aware  of  other  agencies  or  groups  that  might 
be  affected  or  concerned  and  are  not  on  the  list,  please  let  us  know 
and  we  will  contact  them. 

.Director,  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

and  Conservation  .       : . 

Attention:  Lawrence  M.  Jakub 

Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building  . 

Helena,  Montana  59601  ■    '.. 

•  Fletcher  E.  Newby,  Executive  Director 
Environmental  Quality  Council 
Capitol  Station 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

.  Corps  of  Engineers 
'Missouri  River  Division 
Division  Engineer  •  ..■■ 

•  U.S."  Army  Engineer  Division,      •'."•" 

Missouri  River 
P.O.  Box  10  (Downtown  Station) 
Omaha,  Nebraska  68101 

Department  of  Health,  Education  &  Welfare 
9017  Federal  Office  Building 
19th  and  Stout  Street  ■""/"-•* 

Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Federal  Water  Quality  Administration 

Northwest  Region 

Room  501,  Pittock  Block 

Portland,  Oregon  95205 

U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration  _  • 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

Director 

Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department 
Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building 
Helena,  Montana    59601 

Agricultural  Stabilization  &  Research  Services 
112  West  13th  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59601 
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Director 

State  Department  of  Health 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

Department  of  Planning  &  Economic 

Development 
Capitol  Post  Office 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dr.  T.  C.  Byerly 

Office'  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  D.C.  98109 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Chouteau  County  Courthouse 
Fort  Benton,  Montana  59442 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Blaine  County  Courthouse 
Chinook,  Montana  59523 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Fergus' County  Courthouse 
Lewis town,  Montana  59457 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Hill  County  Courthouse 
Havre,  Montana  59501 

Mayor  '. 

City  of  Fort  Benton 

Fort  Benton,  Montana  59442 

Mayor 

City  of  Big  Sandy 

Big  Sandy,  Montana  59520 

Mayor 

City  of  Havre 

Havre,  Montana  59501 

Mayor 

City  of  Chinook 

Chinook,  Montana  59523 

Mayor 

City  of  Lewis  town 

Lewistown,  Montana  59457 
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Mayor 

City  of  Winifred. 

Winifred,  Montana  59489 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1524 

Billings,  Montana  59103 

National  Park  Service  (DOI) 
1709  Jackson  Street 
Omaha,  Nebraska  69102 

Mr.  Ole  Ueland,  Executive  Secretary 
State  Soil  Conservation  Committee 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Very  truly  yours , 

H."  J."  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS 


l^£<^^° 


rover  0.   Powers,   P.E., 
Supervisor  -  Preconstruction 
Section 


32:G0P/SCK/pi 
Attachment 
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II.      RETURNED  COMMENTS 
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WIlSanE  aw  SMMmMM, 


Wkmm  ^a^iLD'  fii^Fiii^! 

Helena,  Montana 
November  22,  1972 

Re:  RS-68  (6) 

Bridge  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


on 


Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Attention:   Grover  0.  Powers 

Gentlemen: 


The  proposed  location  of  the  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred  would  certainly 
pose  some  problems. 

If  you  are  familiar  with  this  area,  you  know  that 
our  easement  is  in  a  particularly  attractive  grove  of 
Cottonwood  trees  that  has  been  used  as  a  camping  spot 
for  many  years  by  people  floating  the  river.   I  feel 
that  provision  of  alternate  lands  of  equal  value  under 
the  4(f)  regulation  would  present  a  real  problem., 

Please  let  me  know  if  it  would  be  possible  to 
locate  the  bridge  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  not  disturb 
our  campground o 

Sincerely, 


Wesley  R.  Woodgerd,  Administrator 
Recreation  and  Parks  Division 


WRW/bd 

cc:   Don  Hyyppa 

Ash  Roberts  ; 
Ralph  Bo land  I  } 
Nels  Thoreson  ! 


I  p  :  5  • 


'-!  i?M 


l  ! 


J   J  i  i  ._  I  i  •' 

I ! !  \'i  rrvT 
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November  17,  1972 


ii«a«ife^i«jrJ^*i«ij>-Ti-.; 


32-CAS 


RS-68  (6)" 
Bridge  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


Mr.  Wesley  R.  Woodgerd,  Administrator 
Recreation  and  Parks  Division 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Sam  W.  Mitchell  Building 
Helena,  Montana    59601 

Dear  Mr.  Woodgerd: 

The  Department  of  Highways  is  presently  completing  its  development 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  bridge 
across  the  Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred. 

Tentatively  a  bridge  site  has  been  selected  at  a  point  just  upstream 
from  the  present  location  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry.   In  our  studies 
it  was  found  that  this  site  would  divide  an  easement  which  the  state 
has  for  a  river  recreation  area.   In  a  discussion  held  November  15, 
1972,  here  at  the  Department  of  Highways  in  Mr.  Stephen  Kologi's 
office  with  Mr.  Don  Hyppa  and  Mr.  Ashley  Roberts  of  your  office, 
it  was  felt  by  those  present  that  due  consideration  to  this  matter 
should  be  given.   We  therefore  are  asking  for  your  review,  suggestions, 
and  comments. 

Also,  as  required  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  through  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Department 
of  Highways  obtain  a  determination  concerning  Section  4(f)  usage  of 
land  from  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   Since  it  is  required  by 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  that  this  determination  be  included 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  your  early  reply  on  these 
matters  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 


H.  J.  ANDERSON 
DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS 


32:GOP/SC,K/CAS/pi 

cc :   J.  Ry^Beckert 
S.  ST.    Kologi 
J/ Gipe 
.  A.  Swans on 


Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E., 

Supervisor  -  Preconstruction  Section 
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Dear  Mr.    Powers: 


Montana  citizens  have  brought  to  the  attention  of  The  Wilderness  Society- 
facts  about  construction  of  a  proposed  bridge  which  will  cross  the  Missouri 
River  northwest  of  Winifred,  .Montana. 

The  Wilderness  Society  feels  it  is  imperative  that  an  environmental 
impact  study  and  report  be  made  and  public  hearings  held  on  this  proposal 
before  any  action  is  planned.  ■    ' 

As  you  know,    this  reach  of  the  Missouri  River   is  currently  encompassed 
in  a  bill,    S.    1405,    by  Senator   Lee  Metcalf,    which  would  designate  the 
175-mile  river  area  as  the  Missouri  Breaks  Scenic  Recreation  River.     A 
public  hearing  was  held  on  this  proposal  by  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Parks  and  Recreation  at  Great  Falls,    August  16,    1971.     At  that  hearing, 
-the  measure  was  given  overwhelming  support  by  conservationists,    ranchers, 
and  other  Montana  citizens.      The  bill  directs  the  Secretary   of  the  Interior 
to  designate  portions  of  the  river  as  "recreational,  "  "scenic,  "  and  "wild.  " 
Although  the  Congress  has  not  taken  further  action  on  this  measure,    con- 
servationists expect  it  to  be  re-introduced  in  the  next  session  and  to  move 
forward  to  passage. 

A  bridge  across  the  Missouri  would  have  a  major  adverse  effect  on  this 
legislation.      The  river  area  is  also  the  subject  of  a  study  and  development 
moratorium  under  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1964,      A  bridge 
and  concomitant  road  reconstruction,    pending  completion  of  the  study 
and  recommendation,   would  violate  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

1 
Both  the  bridge  and  road  reconstruction  could  result  in  downgrading  or 
preventing  otherwise  appropriate  reaches  of  the  river  from  receiving 
"wild"  or   "scenic"  river  designations,    as  provided  for  in  the  Metcalf  bill 
and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
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Mr.    Grover  O.    Powers,    P.E. 


August  29,    1972 
Page  Two 


Specifically,    such  bridge  and  construction  would  alter  and  adversely  affect 
the  wild,    scenic,    remote,    and  historical  aspects  of  the  river.     The  bridge 
would  replace  a  historic  ferry  which  is  far  more  in  keeping  with  the   scenic, 
remote,    and  primitive  settings  of  the  river  area.      A  low-grade,    lightly 
used  road  would  be  replaced  by  a  higher  grade  road  or  highway  with  a 
substantial  increase  in  traffic.     Views  of  the  bridge  and  expanded  road 
traffic  with  greatly  increased  numbers  of  people  would  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  recreationists  floating  this  now  relatively  remote  reach  of  river-- 
just  as  the  sight  of  the  Robinson  Bridge  and  highway  with  significant  public 
traffic  breaks  up  and  terminates  for  all  practical  purposes  the  remote  and 
primitive  quality  of  a  float  trip  at  the  end  of  the  proposed  river  area. 

For  the  above  reasons,    it  is  extremely  important  that  the  results  of  an 
impact  statement  be  published  for  consideration  by  the  interested  public, 
as  specified  in  Section  102  of  the  Environmental  Policy  Act  concerning 
projects  involving  federal  lands  which  will  significantly  affect  the  quality 
of  human  environment. 


With  best  wishes, 


^ 


Cliffirn  R.    Merritt  ^^S 

Director  of  Field  Services 


Dale;  R -cd^P^ns^-^— -—J^Z- 
J  I  vl       MAI'-  ROUTE 


J  AC]  '  IN''  '    RLIU:'"'  Trt  I"  ■'  ^ 


7^TCOMM»SSION    1 

.  c  r  |  V  E  'D       1      UNITED  STATES 
V       "      ^DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERTOR-4"— "• 

montmm 


IN  REPL"j  REFER  Tpt   CMfV 

.D36 

Your  reference  32-GOP 
S-68   (6) 


BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATJON™J^^^^#^i^- 

NORTHWEST    REGION  § j~~  )ATA   r,''  •"    '^FJT~ 

1O0O    SECOND    AVENUE 
SEATTLE,    WASHINGTON    98104 


-1: 


•■!  ( 


Grover  0.  Powers,  Supervisor 
Preconstruction  Section 
Montana  Highv;ay  Commission 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


K 


■j  r>  r  r  t  f  f 
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wo'if.H  -::v :. 
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This  is  a  belated  response  to  your  letter  of  June  2,  1972,  concerning 
your  feasibility  study  of  a  possible  bridge  crossing  of  the  Missouri 
River  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.  A  recent  realignment  of  our 
Bureau's  regional  boundaries  has  shifted  responsibility  for  Bureau 
of  Outdoor  Recreation's  activities  in  Montana  to  our  Mid-Continent 
Regional  Office  in  Denver.   However,  since  it  now  appears  that  our 
office  will  continue  its  involvement  in  the  study  of  the  Missouri 
River  below  Fort  Benton  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
we  are  responding  to  your  request. 

We  are  enclosing  a  copy  of  the  1968  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  study 
report  "The  Middle  Missouri:  A  Rediscovery."  That  report  recommended 
the  establishment  of  a  Missouri  Breaks  National  River  along  the 
100-mile  portion  of  the  Missouri  River  between  Coal  Banks  Landing, 
near  Virgelle,  Montana,  and  the  western  boundary  of  the  Charles  M. 
Russell  National  Wildlife  Range.   Following  the  publication  of  that 
report,  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  was  enacted  on  October  2,  1968. 
This  legislation  called  for  the  study  of  some  27  rivers  as  potential 
additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   One  of  the 
study  rivers  is  the  segment  of  the  Missouri,  Montana  between  Fort  Benton, 
Montana  and  Ryan  Island,  which  is  a  few  miles  below  Robinson  Bridge. 
A  copy  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  of  the  guidelines  adopted 
for  evaluating  river  areas  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  system  are 
enclosed. 

The  study  of  the  segment  of  the  Missouri  River  below  Fort  Benton  under 
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the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  is  presently  underv/ay.  The  study 
leader  is  Arthur  Stewart  of  our  Washington,  D.C.  staff.   The 
state  of  Montana  is  represented  on  the  study  team  by  Wesley  R.. 
Woodgerd,  Chief,  Recreation  and  Parks  Division,  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.   The  study  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  March  of  1973. 

The  segment  of  the  Missouri  River  near  its  confluence  with  the 
Judith  River  is  one  which  probably  would  be  classified  as  recreational 
in  the  event  the  river  is  included  in  the  national  system.   You 
will  note  in  Section  2  (b)  (3)  of  the  Act  that  recreational  rivers 
are  those  "...  that  are  readily  accessible  by  road..."  and  the 
guidelines,  in  the  summary  on  page  12,  point  out  that  recreational 
rivers  are  "...readily  accessible  ...  with  likelihood. . .of  bridge 
crossings." 

As  far  as  our  wild  and  scenic  river  study  is  concerned,  we  do  not 
foresee  any  conflict  with  your  feasibility  study.  As  to  the  possible 
impact  of  bridge  construction,  this  would  depend  on  factors  such  as 
the  type  of  structure  proposed,  its  effect  on  the  free  flowing 
characteristics  of  the  river  and  its  actual  location. 

We  believe  that  an  environmental  statement  should  be  prepared  on  a 
bridge  project  such  as  this  one  since  it  would  involve  one  of  the 
rivers  listed  for  study  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.   We  would 
want  to  be  sure  that  the  proposal  includes  proper  safeguards  for  the 
protection  of  this  highly  significant  recreation  resource.   Also, 
there  could  be  an  opportunity  here  to  enhance  the  impact  of  such  a 
project  through  the  provision  of  access  to  the  river  from  the  bridge 
approaches  for  boat  launching  and  other  purposes  and  by  continuing 
to  permit  public  access  to  the  river  over  the  existing  roads  to  both 
of  the  ferry  crossings. 

If  you  should  decide  to  prepare  an  environmental  statement,  12  copies 
of  the  draft  should  be  submitted  to  Mr.  John  W.  Larson,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  Program  Policy,  Washington,  D.  C.  20240. 
Mr.  Larson's  office  will  circulate  the  statement  for  review  by  Interior 
agencies  and  consolidated  Departmental  comments  will  be  transmitted  to 
the  Montana  Director  of  Highways.  A  review  by  our  Bureau  will  be 
completed  by  our  Denver  office  and  incorporated  into  the  Department's 
comments. 

Our  Denver  office's  address  is  as  follows: 

Regional  Director 

Mid-Continent  Region 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Denver  Federal  Center 

Building  41  « 

Denver,  Colorado   80225 
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If  you  should  have  any  questions  about  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
study  on  the  Missouri  River  and  its  impact  on  your  proposed  study 
we  would  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Enclosures 


Maurice  H.  Lundy 
Regional  Director 
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STATE    OF 

MONTANA 


mail: 

CAPITOL    STATION 
HELENA      59601 


OFFICES: 

1716    NINTH    AVENUE 
406      449-24DD 


COMMISSIONERS 


rORREET    H.   ANDEREDI 
GOVERNOR 


PERRY    r.    ROVE 
CHAIRMAN    ANO 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING   AND    ECONOMIC    DEVELOPMEN" 


July  25,    1972 


Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 
Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Section 
Montana  Highway  Commission 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Power: 


Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  April  28,  1972  regarding 
32-GOP  S  68  (6)  Bridge  Study  -  Northwest  of  Winifred.   My 
apology  for  the  delay  in  providing  an  answer.   Since  time  is 
not  at  a  premium  on  this  project,  it  is  our  recommendation  that 
an  environmental  impact  statement  be  completed  and  that  it  be 
put  together  by  a  small  but  representative  group  to  include 
representation  from  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  and  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  as  a  minimum.   If  it  is  a  good  project  it 
will  fly;  if  not,  then  alternatives  can  be  explored. 

4 

I 
Your  view  on  this  recommendation  would  be  appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 


'iloyd  F.   Meyer 
A-95/EIS  Coordinator 


LFM/rm 

cc:   Lawrence  M.  Jakub 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 
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«$&'  July  20,  1972    H^U^i''"'"*' 


-MK  H.  J.  Anderson  □  ~'j'~"" --*l:—-% 

'Director  L  •"  '"^Kr:-. 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana 


— \—.t 


Attention:  Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E.        {   ;-•--■}  ---4. '::*'. 

Supervisor  -  Preconstruction  Section   j 


Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

It  has  recently  come  to  my  attention  that  the  Highway  Department  does 
not  intend  to  file  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  bridge  proposed 
for  the  Missouri  River,  Northwest  of  Winifred. 

In  briefly  reviewing  the  comments  filed  with  the  department,  pursuant  to 
this  project,  I  can  not  concur  with  your  determination  that  there  was  little 
indication  of  environmental  impact.  (Please  see  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  second 
National  Park  Service  letters.) 

This  stretch  of  the  river,  approximately  125  miles  in  length  exhibits 
few  signs  of  human  intrusion.  A  bridge  constructed  in  this  stretch  would 
significantly  alter  its  character. 

Traffic  patterns  in  the  region  would  also  be  affected  by  the  construction 
of  this  bridge,  perhaps  necessitating  the  improvement  of  Secondary  Route 
236. 

The  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  in  pertinent  part  states  that: 

The   legislative  assembly  authorizes  and  directs  that, 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible,   all  agencies  of  the 
state  shall,   include  in  every  recommendation  or  report 
or  proposals  for  projects,  programs,    legislation,    and 
other  major  actions  of  state  government  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment,   a  detailed 
statement  on,    (i)    the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
action,    (ii)  any  adverse  environmental  effects  which 
cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented, 
(iii)   alternatives  to  proposed  action,    (v)   and  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  commentments  of  resources  which  would  be 
involved  An  the  proposed  action  should  it  be  implemented. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  states  in  pertinent  part 
that: 

The  congress  authorizes  and  directs  that,    to  the  fullest 
extent  possible. . .all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government 
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shall ...  include  in  every  recommendation  or  report  on 
proposals  for  legislation  a>id  other  major  federal  actions, 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment, 
a  detailed  statement  by   the  responsible  official  on; 
(i)    the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action,    (ii) 
any  adverse  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action,    (ii) 
any  adverse  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided 
should  the  proposal  be  implemented,    (Hi)   alternatives  to  the 
proposed  action,    (v)   any  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitments  of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the 
proposed  action  should  it  be  implemented. 

In  view  of  the  regulations  cited  above  and  the  character  of  the  river 
to  be  affected  by  this  proposal,  the  Montana  League  of  Conservation  Voters, 
requests  that  an  environmental  impact  statement  be  prepared,  including  an 
assessment  of  environmental  impact,  unavoidable  effects  should  the  proposal 
be  implemented,  alternatives  and  irreversible  and  irretrievable  resource 
commitments  required  by  this  action. 


Sincerely, 

Will iam  Toml inson 

Co-Chairman 

Montana  League  of  Conservation  Voters 


cc  Fletcher  Newby 
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Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 
Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Sect 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59501 


Dear  Mr.   Powers 


^Lt.  jilii  rr-r4-i..Lj  ; 
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It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  a  new  bridge  on  the  Missouri 
River  is  being  planned,  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.  We  feel  that 
action  of  this  nature  is  definitely  a  "major  action"  under  the  Montana 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  hence  an  environmental  impact  statement 
should  be  filed. 

As  you  are  aware,  there  dre   presently  no  bridge  crossings  on  the 
Missouri  River  between  Fort  Benton  and  the  Robinson  Bridge.  I  am  sure 
that  you  are  also  aware  that  the  Missouri  Biver  between  Fort  Benton 
and  Ryan  Island  is  under  study  for  addition  to  the  United  States  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968 
(Public  Law  90-542)  sets  the  following  criteria  for  wild  rivers: 

1.  Free  of  impoundments 

2.  Generally  inaccessible  except  by  trafl 

3.  Watersheds  or  shorelines  essentially  primitive 

4.  Waters  unpolluted 

The  criteria  for  scenic  rivers  are: 

1.  Free  of  impoundments 

2.  Accessible  in  places  by  road 

3.  Shorelines  or  watersheds  still  largely  primitive  and 
shorelines  largely  undeveloped 

The  basic  differences  between  a  "wild"  and  a  "scenic"  river  are  degree 
of  development,  type  of  land  use,  and  road  accessibility. 

While  the  construction  of  a  bridge  may  have  a  small  impact  on  the 
local  physical  environment,  this  particular  construction  could  have  a 
much  wider  impact.  The  impact  of  the  bridge  on  the  entire  area  and 
especially  on  the  river  system  should  be  considered.  On  September  11,  1970 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Hickel  and  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Hardin 
discussed  the  selection  of  rivers  for  study  as  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers.  They  stated: 

"Selection  of  these  rivers  in  no  way  prohibits  planning, 
construction  or  programs  to  change  existing  uses  in  the  river 
areas.  However,  such  programs  must  proceed  on  the  basis  of 
a  complete  understanding  of  how  existing  values  in  the  river 
areas  would  be  altered." 
While  the  secretaries  may  have  been  refering  to  Federal  activities  in 
their  comments,  the  same  criteria  should  definitely  apply  to  actions  by 
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the  state  of  Montana.  We  feel  that  the  only  way  to  obtain  a  complete 
understanding"  of  how  existing  values  in  the  Missouri  River  area  would 
be  altered  by  a  bridge  northwest  of  Winifred  is  to  file  a  complete 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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Sincerely, 


John  McBride 
for  the 
Student  Environmental  Research  Center 
Room  212,  Venture  Center 
University  of  Montana 
Missoula,  Montana   59801 


cc:  Fletcher  Newby 
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1024  Locust  Stroot 
Missoula  -  59301 
July  14,   1972 


Department  of  Highways 
Helena  -  59G01 


ATTENTION  -  Mr.    Grovor  0.    Powers 


Gentlemen: 

Would  you  ploase  send  mo  a  copy  of  the  impact  statement  made 
in  connection  with  a  proposed  now  bridge  over  tho  Missouri  River 
north  of  Winifred o 

I  have  an  idea  there  will  bo  controversy  as  to  the  final 
looation  of  a  bridge  and  termination  of  tho  road  north  of  it.  The 
people  of  Big  Sandy,  Havro  and  Chinook  will  undoubtedly,  as  usual, 
press  for  tho  road   to  go  directly  to  their  oomm  unity. 

I  am  familiar  with  only  a   portion  of  tho  aroa  to  bo  served 
on  both  s  idos    of  the  River,  but  assume  your  impact  report  will  cover 
tho  eoonomio  advantages    of  the  bridge  and  road  as  well  as   tho 
environmental  impaot. 

Thank  you,  ,  __..  - 
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A.    G.   Brskine. 
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&\.\i    \\l    \\  V  *  affiliate  or  NATIONAL  wildlife  federation 

s\\\^^  4io   Woodworth  Ave. 

Mi r s  oula ,    Montana 
July  Ik,    1972 
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Mr.    Grover   0.    Powers,    P.  E. 
Supervisor  -    Preconstructlon  Section 
Department   of   Highways 
He 1 ena ,    Hon  tana 

Dear   Mr.    Powers: 


The  Montana  Highway  Department  does  not  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  make  an  environmental  impact  report  for  a 
proposed  bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  northwest 
of  the  town  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

It  is  my  understanding  the  Section  102  specifies  that 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible  all  agencies  of  the 
Federal  government  shall  make  impact  reports  on  any 
project  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment. 

As  you  know,  there  are  no  bridges  across  the  Missouri 
for  95  air  miles.   North-South  travel  must  either  go 
the  long  way  around  or  use  ferries  which  operate  during 
the  summer  months  only. 

A  bridge  crossing  will  make  considerable  changes  in 
traffic  patterns,  necessitate  improvement  of  Secondary 
Route  236,  and  both  increase  and  reroute  much  of  the 
North-South  traffic  originating  in  the  riavre,  Lewistown, 
<4nd  Great  Falls  areas. 


,\;£.:, ..Since  there  are  alternate  routes  available,  I  would 
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■r4r-o"yxniend   that  an  impact   statement  be   prepared  and   that 
h^cnriings    be   held  so  that   the   involved   public  may  have 


tr-r~T-\put  prior  to  the  construction  of  an  expensive 


CENTRALIZED  SERVICES 
DAT^  PROCPS-iriG 


gfidge  and  highway  improvement. 


PLANNING  K  RF^LARCH 


-f 

-h- 


rNC.r'EEriMr, 

prf.coM    ifRr.'ii 


rp;: 


■F 


rRUH'ON 


MATERIAL?       

Tr;r.o\'  s "tt "■' n 

R'HHT    Of -WAY" 


-I 


Sincerely, 

Donald  Aldrich 
Executive  Secretary 
Montana  Wildlife   Federation 
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Governor  Anderson 
Fletcher  New  by 
George  Da r row 


— 'John  Giluatrick 
— JRay  Nitz 
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/EALTH  OF  THE  NATION  IS  IN  ITS  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
SERVATION  DOES  NOT  END  WITH  CONVERSATION 
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MUSEUM    BUILDING       o       P.   O.    BOX   61E       c        LEWISTOWN.    MONTANA      3S/157        o        PHONE     (  4QG )     030-55^30 


#  I' 


\   MONTANA  ril.^A,  CU.  _ 
h'r,.  Grover  0.  Powers,  Supervisory    Rj^C^'  w  '      1 


Pre-Construct  t  on  oect  i  o 
montana  Highway  Department 
Helena,,  Montana   59601 

Dear  f'r.  Powers  : 


7  ^ly^JJ^l 
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Our  committee  on  Roods  and  Highways  is  very  much" 
Interested  in  the  proposed  or  idge  over*  the  :'.  i  sseur  i   j 
Worth  of  Winifred  in  Fergus  County,  end  is  anxious  to-.  . 
know  whet  your  present  plans  ore    in  this  ranord.    »■  -'-'.----- 


iioVG  seen 


letter  from  the  Department  dated'"':' 


20  April,  1972  with  a  ter.r^tive  schedu.i  e  of  steps   p;;t_j.".V. 
with  rcpard  to  the  project.  ; ;—.-•!..  ."' 

V'ou  I  d  it  be  possible  fcr    you  to  pive  us  an  up-date 
of  that  schedule,  cuu!  any  oilier  information  you  might 
have  that  would  assist  owr    co?;:uiitteci  in  cooperst-i  hn  •'  w-'i  vh. 
the  Co:-/::  i  ss  i  on  and  Department  in  the  project. 

There  is  considerable  interest  in  the  bridge  both-  - •• 
in  Fergus  County  and  in  the  Counties  to  the  korth  of  the... 
i'i\'cp,  and  we  would  hope  that  any  hearings  could  be  held 
in  Lowisto'wn.,  Chinook,  C-ig  Sandy. 

At  the  present  time,  there  is  activity  in  the  Winifred 
and  Chinook  area  on  getting  signatures  on  a  petition  to 
the  Cornm  iss  i  on,  showing  interest,  and  urging  action  on  the 
matter  in  the  shortest  possible  time. 

Our1  comm  ittee  has  worked  with  the  Commission  >.>*\d    the 
Highway  Department  on  numerous  matters  os'er  a  period  ef 
many,  many  years,  and  we  understand  many  of  the  problems 
ond  procedures,  cA^d    ore.    always  anxious  to  assist  and  nor 
h  i  nuer  progress. 

Villi  be  looking  Per  your  response,, 
g  ; 


-n 


s i  ncerc i  y 


Lee    S.    fielding,     Executive    Vice    [resident 

?-6te}Serving  CENTRAL  M^slTANA  since  1908 


III.      NEWS  ARTICLES 
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Lewistown  Daily  New»  8/4 


Both  sides  of  river  show 


interest  m  bridge  propos 


.  Montanans  living  north  of  the 
Missouri  River,  as  well  as  those 
on  this  side,  have  expressed  con- 
siderable interest  in  the  propos- 
ed bridge  across  the  river. 

This  was  disclosed  at  i  meet- 
ing of  the  Lewistown  Area 
Chamber  of  Commerce  Roads 
and  Highway  Committee  Wed- 
nesday. 

The  Rotary  Club  in  Big  San- 
dy has  written  that  they  are 
behind  the  project  MO  percent, 
that  they  have  been  trying  to 
get  such  a  bridge  for  :>Q  years 
and  that  they  now  have  150  sig- 
nitures  on  a  p-lition  to  the 
State  of  Montana.  Department 
of  Highwsvs  Thry  asked  for 
extra  copies  01  (he  petition, 
which  was  prepared  by  the  lo- 
cal Chamber. 

The  petition  commends  the 
Highway  Department  for  work 
done  thus  far  on  plans  for  the 
bridge  and  urges  prompt  action. 
The  main  purpose  of  the  peti- 
tion is  to  show  local  interest  in 
tile  project. 


It  was  reported  at  Wednes- 
day's meeting  that  Havre  resi- 
dents have  indicated  lhat  they 
are  very  much  in  favor  of  it 
and  want  to  do  what  they  can 
to  help  push  it.  Petitions  are  al- 
so being  circulated  in  that  com- 
munity, but  a  count  of  signa- 
tures was  not  available. 

Peiiltons  have  also  bvin  sent 
to  Chinook  where  the  proposal 
will  he  discussed  at  a  meeting 
next  Thursday. 

Here  in  the  Central  Montana 
area.  Mrs.  Milton  Butcher  of 
Winifred  has  obtained  over  liOO 
signatures  to  the  petition  and 
picked  up  more  pnti'iwi  "■  cir- 
culate, 

"It.  indicates  lhat  people  on 
both  sides  of  the  rivei  aic  com- 
pletely in  favor  of  this  ''  Lee 
Beldin;.  executive  director  of 
the  Chamber,  said  this  morn- 
ing. 

The  Highway  Depar'inrnt  has 
scheduled  hearings  o:i  the  mat- 
ter in  Winifred  and  Big  Sandy 


l>-t  I  L4.HO& 
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Build  the  bridge 


Add  our  support  to  those  in 
Central  Montana  urging  a  highway 
bridge  be  erected  to  span  the  Mis- 
souri River  north  of  Lewistown. 

It  is  a  long,  lonesome  stretch  of 
river  between  the  Fred  Robinson 
Bridge  north  of  Grass  Range  and 
the  next  span  in  the  Fort  Benton- 
Loma  area. 


Eastern  and  Central  Montana 
have  been  sadly  lacking  in  north- 
south  communication  routes  ever 
since  the  state  started  to  develop. 
North-south  railroads  are  nonexis- 
tant  between  Glendive  and  Lewis- 
town.  Highways  are  few  and  far 
between,  primarily  because  of  no 
bridges  across  the  Missouri. 

It  is  only  in  the  last  decade  or 
so  that  the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge 
opened  the  Malta-Glasgow-Har- 
lem area  to  north-south  com- 
merce. Most  of  the  bridges  east  of 
it  were  built  within  middle-age 
memory. 

The  efforts  now  to  spur  con- 
struction of  a  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  are  worthy  of  support  of 
all  residents  on  both  sides  of  the 
river. 
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Lewistown  Daily  News   7/19 


Missouri  R.  bridge  proposal 

supported  by  Billings  group 


< Yiiti, il  Mnntnnans  wno  nrp 
working  In  gel  >i  bridge  liuilt 
across  Hi:-  Missouri  Ki/cr  hove 
lust  received  strong  support 
limn   Hillings. 

The  board  of  directors  of  Hie 
Hillings  Chamber  ol'  Commeiv.1 
has  endorsed  the  bridge  by  un- 
animous action 

Don  Plan  and  Donn  l-ennell 
of  Lewistown  met  rccemly  with 
Hip  transportation  committee 
of  the  Hillings  Chamber  or  Com- 
merce to  explain  the  need  (or 
the  bridge,  which  in  turn  re- 
commended the  project  to  the 
directors  according  to  Charles 
T  Young,  chairman  of  the 
Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce's  highway  ommit- 
tes. 

Pfau  and  Penned  pointed  out 
to  the  Billings  group  the  groat 
amount  of  work  that  has  alrea- 
dy been  done  by  ttte  county 
commissioners  of  Fergus,  (Maine 
and  Chouteau  counties  to  ob- 
tain action. 

They  also  stressed  the  coop- 
eration and  advanced  wors:  to- 


ward it  that  has  already  been 
done  by  the  State  Highway  Coin- 
mission. 

"This  project."  Young  said; 
"has  received  a  great  amount 
of  encouragement  from  people 
who  live  on  bold  sides  of  the 
river  and  wish  to  commiiniciuc 
back  and  forth  for  business  and 
other  reasons,  and  has  als  >  been 
endorsed  by  many  state  and 
federal   agencies.     Other    cities 


and  communities  that  know  Ihe 
need  and  importance  of  having 
yrar-around  means  of  lrav.il  a- 
cross  the  river  in  the  area  have 
also  i  ndorsed   it." 

Pilitions  arc  king  circulated, 
asking  for  construction  ol  Ihe 
bridge,  with  several  of  them  in 
(.."wislown,  Winifred,  lienton. 
Dig  Sandy.  Havre  and  Chinook. 

'These  arc  not  to  pat  pressure 
on   the    Highway  Commission," 


Young  explained,  "because  it 
has  already  been  most  interest- 
ed and  cooperative.  Hut  they 
are  to  help  them  know  the 
strong  interest  in  the  bridge  and 
Hit  need  for  it  that  is  preva- 
lent on  both  sides  of  l.'ie  river." 
Young  urged  that  .ill  who  arc 
interested  sign  one  of  lha  peti- 
tions. He  promised  complete 
support  for  the  Highway  Com- 
mission on  the  bridge. 


Lewistown  Daily  News  5/31 


When  on  the  Highline  last  week  Don 
Pfnu  dropped  in  on  Herb  Watts  of  the 
Havre  Daily  News  and  Mrs.  Thelma 
Johnson  of  the  Chinook  Opinion  and 
found  that  they  are  both  very  interested 
in  the  proposed  new  bridge  across  the 
Missouri   River   above    Winifred. 

They  seemed  to  reflect  the  opinion  of 
many  in  the  two  towns,  a  feeling  that 
also  prevails  in  Big  Sandy  and  other 
places  along  the  Highline. 

This  is  good  .  .  .  and  important. 

The  need  for  year-around,  convenient 
and  quick  travel  between  Central  Mon- 


tana  and   the   Highline   area   has  long 
been  great. 

The  Highway  Commission  hasn't  set- 
on  its  hands  on  this  as  preliminary  work 
on  the  possibilities  is  going  ahead  rap- 
idly. 

Continued  expression  of  interest  by 
people  and  organizations  on  both  sides 
of  the  river,  and  encouragement  of  the 
Highway  Commission  in  the  fine  work 
that  it  is  doing,  is  important  if  this 
much-needed  bridge  is  to  be  completed 
in  the  immediate  years  ahead. 
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Bridse  over  Missouri  River 


now  coming  closer 


reality 


The 


much-needed       bridge   in  rccenl  uccks  has  been  mucli 


across  the  Missouri  River  north  greater  than  an     of  <is  expect- 
or   northwcsl    of   Winifred   that  cd,"    said    Charl'."    T.    Young, 


has  been  .nothinc  but  n  dream   chairman  of      tin 


Lewistown 


for  "o  many  years  seems  now  Arra  Chamber  cf    Commerce's 

to  be  getting  closer  to  reality.  Highway  commit  Ire. 

"There   is   si  ill   a   very  great  He   gave    full    rredlt    to    the  rcspnded  quick 

deal  to  be  done,  but  the'  progress  commissioners  in  the  three  coun-  quests. 


The  Mountaineer 
Big  Sandy   7/20 

Places  Petitions 

on  New  Bridge 

The  Lewistown  Area 
Chamber  of  Commerce 
this  week  circulated  sev- 
eral petitions  in  the  Big 
Sandy  area,  in  an  effort 
to  determine  public  int- 
erest and  agreement  on 
the  proposed  bridge  over 
the  Missouri  River  betwe- 
en Fergus  and  Chouteau  . 
Counties. 

In  a  letter  received  rec- 
ently, Chamber  executive 
vice  president  Lee  S. 
Belding,   Lewistown, 
pointed  out  that  the  Mon- 
tana Highway  Department 
is  currently  conducting 
a  survey  to  determine  the 
most  feasible  site  for  such 
a  crossing,  so  as  to  best 
serve  individuals  on  both 
sides  of  the  river. 

Belding  also  urged  Big 
Sandy  area  residents  to 
instigate  joint  public 
meetings,  to  rally  support 
for  the  proposed  project. 

Petitions  have  been  plo- 
ced  in  Big  Sandy  at  A&P 
&  P  Cleaners,  Northern 
Bank  of  Montana,  Big 
Sandy  Groin,  Courtnage 
and  Sons,  Inc.,  and  Big 
Sky  Auto  Parts. 


r 


ties  involved  —  Fergus.  Clinul-  "The  highway  officials  have, 
eau  and  Hill  —  and  to  Ihe  Mon-  already  met  with  the  county 
tana  Highway  Commission.  commissioners  to  establish  rout- 

"Thc    county    commissioners  is  or  corridors   to   be   studied, 
got    together    first,  '    he    said,   and   aerial   pictures   have   been 
"and   the    hi^lmay    department   taken  of    the    possible     route.'' 
Young  siad. 

"Other  government  agencies 
have  also  been  informed  of  -the 
|K)s.sihilities  and  asked  if  any 
problems  will  be  involved.  Their 
help  too  has  been  solicited." 

The  State  Highway  Commis- 
sion's tentative  schedule  ahead 
includes  the  starling  of  geologi- 
cal and  cost  studies  this  month, 
completing  the  geological  stud- 
ies and  obtaining  replies  from 
other  government  agencies  in 
June,  the  distribution  of  an  en- 
vironmental statement  in  early 
August  and  the  completion  of 
cost  estimates  in. the  middle  ol 
that  month. 

Hearings  in  Fort  Benton  am 
Lewistown  are  tentatively  plan 
ncd  for  August  and  Septembei 
and  plans  are  for  a  hearing  anc 
routing  recommendations  befor. 
the  Montana-Highway  Commis 
sion  in  late  October 

"All  this  is  tentative,"  Youiv. 
stressed,  "but  we  have         haf 


every  encouragement  and  coop 
eration  from  the  Highway  Com 
mission  and  the  commissioner.^ 
from  the  three  eountjes. 

"In  my  opinion  this  bridge  is 
one  of  the  most  important  road 
projects  this  area  can  support. 
We  have  recognized  the  need 
for  half  a  century,  and  it  now 
looks  like  we  are  going  to  get 
the  job  done."  Young  said. 

Ferries  are  operated  during 
the  summer  months  now  when 
feasible  at  two  sites,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  counties  involved. 

The  bridge  would  make  quick, 
year-around  travel  available 
and  cut  distances  sharply  be- 
tween Lewistown  and  Winifred 
to  Big  Sandy.  Havre  and  Chin- 
ook.- and  many  other  points 
north   and  south   of   the   river. 

"People  on  both  sides  of  the 
river  seem  to  be  getting  behind 
the  project."  Young  said.  "This 
is  very  important  if  we  are  to 
get  the  job  done." 
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Bridge  plans  meet 
with  enthusiam 
along  Highline 


1  There  is  plenty  of  enthusiasm 
up  on  the  Highline  for  construc- 
tion of  a  new  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River  above  Winifred 
connecting  the  Highline  and  Cen- 
tral Montana. 

Don  Pfau  discovered  this  when 
'he  was  in  Chinook  and  Havre 
this  week.  |i 

Herb  Watts,  editor  of  the  HaV- 
're  Daily  News,  and  Mrs.  Tfiel- 
ma  .Johnson,  publisher  en"  the 
Chinook  Opinion,  both  told  him 
that  their  newspapers  and  people 
in  the  communities  are  very 
much  interested  and  will  do  what 
they  can  to  help. 

Pfau  was  representing  Cbairlos 
T.  Young,  chairman  of  the  Lew- 
istown  Area  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce's Highway  Committee. 

The  Fergus    County    commis- 


sioners have  been  leaders  in  in-' 
stigating  construction  of  the  bri- 
dge, and  have  had  the  support 
of  the  commissioners  in  Hill 
and  Chouteau  counties.  The 
Highway  Commission  is  already 
making  preliminary  plans. 

Pfau  was  also  irv  Havre  repre-. 
seittlng  Sports  Incorporated, 
which  headquarters  in  Lewis- 
town.  Its  63rd  store  in  12  states 
was  opened  Thursday  in  Havre. 


Lewis  town  Daily  Sews  4/25 


Plans  made  for  Missouri  R   bridge  sludy 


Tentative  plans  wen-  m.i'je  ill 
a  meeting  in  Fort  Benton  lasl 
Thursday  for  a  feasibility  study 
for  a  proposed  new  bridge  t- 
cross  the  Missouri  River  north 
or  northwest  of  Winifred. 

Primary  purpose  of  the  study 
is  to  determine  a  route,  or  al- 
ternate routes  for  the  ">r:rlge  and 
access  roads. 

Attending  the  meeting  were 
Fergus  County  Commissioners 
Otto  Jensen.  Art  Grinde  and  Bill 
Lodman;  Chouteau  Counly  Com- 
missioners Dale  Skalure  and  P. 
E.  Peres;  Ed  Sparks.  Blaine 
County  Commissioner;  R.      W. 


Freeman,  supervisor  of  1  In-  con- 
struction section  of  Hi'.'  Lewis- 
town  |)ivi.sinn  nl  Ihe  Mnnlan.i 
Department  of  Highways;  and 
Jim  ( I i pc  awl  Stephen  Kologi, 
Highway  Dept.  representatives 
from  Helena. 

Jensen,  chairman  of  Ihe  Fer- 
gus County  commissioners,  said 
today  the  officials  from  Ihe  three 
counlies  are  more  or  less  agreed 
that  the  best  site  for  the  bridge 
is  "here  the  PN  ferry  is  located, 
or  near  there. 

All  three  counties  are  agree- 
able lo  building  access  roads  to 


Ihe  proposed  bridge 

A  tentative  schedule  for  com- 
pletion of  the  sludy  was  sel  up 
al   Ihe  meeting. 

Reconnaissance  aerial  photo- 
graphy was  to  he  obtained  by 
Ihe  highway  department  this 
week.  Next  week,  other  govern- 
ment agencies  will  be  contacted 
for  any  comments  concerning 
the  effects  of  possible  routes  on 
any  projects  they  might  be  con- 
sidering, and  requesting  any  geo- 
logical studies  or  contour  map- 
ping they  might  have. 

Geological  studies  are  schedul- 
ed to  begin  May  8  by  the  high- 


wiiy  denarii nenl  and  ,:hould  1>». 
completed  about  June  20. 

Preparation  of  cost  estimates 
is  tentatively  sel  lo  begin  Mav 
15  and  is  expected  lo  he  com- 
pleted by  Aug.  1-1 

Public  hearings  are  Iclll.'iliw- 
ly  set  in  August  and  Scpienil>er. 
The  hearing  and  routing  rec- 
ommendations are  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  Montana  Highway 
Commission  about  Oct.  26. 

Environmental  statements  will 
also  be  prepared,  if  required. 

The  commissioners  stressed 
the  fact  that  the  schedule  is  only 
tentative,  and  not  a  commitment. 
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Low  water 

threatens 

Montana's 

period  piece, 

the 
Lohse  Ferry 


Lobse  Ferry  across  the  Missouri  River  in  central  Montana 
provides  a  river  float  experience.  But  low  water  this  spring 
threatens  to  ground  the  ferry  for  perhaps  the  whole  year. 


By  DENNIS  E.  CURRAN 
Gazette  State  Bureau 


WINIFRED— If  flood-embattled  St.  Louis 
and  New  Orleans  can  find  some  way  to  ship 
their  extra  water  back  upstream,  they'd  make 
Robert  Otto  a  happy  man- 
Otto  needs  all  the  water  tie  can  get. 
The  52-year-old  Big  Sandy  resident  runs  a 
ferry  across  the  Missouri  River  in  the  wild 
central  Montana  Country  north  of  Lewistown, 
and  low  water  this  season  threatens  to  put 
him  out  of  a  job. 

In  fact,  he  wouldn't  be  operating  now  if  it 
weren't  for  an  emergency  dredge  job,  and  a 
gravel  pile  in  the  middle  of  the  river  that  still 
makes  his  crossing  tenuous. 


"THIS  IS  THE  WORST  I've  ever  seen  it," 
he  said  one  noon  recently  as  he  dodged  the 
gravel  bar  to  ferry  his  third  car  of  the  day 
across  the  river.  "The  water  is  down  about 
three  feet,  I'dsay." 

"There's  no  snow  in  the  mountains,  so 
unless  we  get  a  lot  of  rain,  I  guess  we'll  have 
to  pull  her  out."  he  added.  "Then  I'd  be  out  of 
a  job." 

Otto's  job  is  to  provide  the  floating  portion 
of  state  highway  236,  a  rutted,  rustic  dirt  and 
gravel  byway  which  bounces  through  central 
Montana's  wheat  and  missile  country  for  al- 
most 75  miles. 

Winifred  is  25  miles  south  of  the  ferry.  Big 
Sandy  is  44  miles  north,  and  there  isn't  much 
in  between.  But  surprisingly,  the  Lohse  Ferry 
gets  quite  a  lot  of  use. 


"IT  VARIES  to  beat  heck,"  Otto  ex- 
plained. "Some  days  we  get  70  cars,  other 
days  we  only  get  three  or  four." 

Who  rides  it?  "Everybody  A  lot  of  ranch- 
ers come  through  to  take  stock  to  Lewistown. 
A  lot  of  tourists  come  through  just  to  ride  it— 
they  picnic  here." 

The  ferry  is  operated  by  Choteau  and  Fer- 
gus Counties,  and  it's  free  between  7  am  and 
7  p.m.  (Sundays  8  a.m.  to  5  p.m.i  After  hours. 
:here's  a  $1  toll. 

"I  have  to  get  out  of  bed  at  two  or  three  in 
the  morning  sometimes,"  he  commented. 
Seems  some  of  the  ranchers  on  the  north  side 
of  the  river  like  to  go  to  the  Winifred  Bar  on 
the  south  side,  "and  they  stay  until  it  closes." 

Residents  of  the  area,  which  would  be  in- 
cluded in  the  proposed  wild  and  scenic  por- 
tion of  the  Missouri,  have  been  working  for  a 
bridge  for  years,  but  so  far  all  they  have  is  the 
ferry. 


THE  FERRY  ITSELF  probably  qualifies 
as  an  antique,  or  at  least  a  period  piece.  Local- 
ly it's  called  the  PN  Ferry,  after  the  nearby 
PN  Ranch,  but  officially  it's  the  Lohse  Ferry 
and  has  been  here  much  longer  than  Otto, 
who's  operated  it  for  five  years.  There's  been 
a  ferry  at  the  site  since  at  least  1880,  he  said. 

The  Lohse  is  54  feet  long  and  18  feet  wide 
and  ships  about  two  feet  of  water  loaded.  It 
has  a  20-ton  capacity,  and  Otto  says  it  will 
handle  four  cars  at  a  time  or  one  grain  truck. 
And  it  lists  noticeably  to  starboard  if  you're 
going  north  (port  if  you're  headed  south). 

It's  powered  by  a  tractor  motor  in  an  en- 
gine house  off  to  one  side,  and  it  even  has  its 
own  lifeboat.  Last  summer,  it  got  stuck,  and 
Otto,  a  Minnesota  native  who  works  for  Cho- 
teau County  during  the  winters,  had  to  use  the 
boat  to  get  to  shore 


THIS  YEAR  the  water  was  so  low,  he 
spent  a  full  day  dredging  out  a  channel. 
There's  still  a  gravel  bar  which  poses  an  obsta- 
cle, and  sometimes  he  has  to  take  several  runs 
to  get  around  it. 

That  explains  why  traffic  has  been  down. 
"They're  afraid  of  getting  stuck.  They  know  it 
isn't  operating  too  well." 

Nor  will  it,  according  to  Otto.  He  said  he 
doubts  the  ferry  will  be  running  by  mid-Nov- 
ember when  its  season  officially  ends,  and  he 
has  fears  it  might  not  even  make  it  to  the  dry 
months  of  July  and  August. 

"ltd  sure  be  good  for  everybody  around 
here  to  get  some  rain,"  he  said. 

"And  if  we  only  had  half  of  that  water 
they've  got  out  east  in  the  Mississippi 
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Progress  on  the  proposed 
Missouri  River  bridge  north- 
west of  Winifred? 

The  Montana  Highway  De- 
partment is  pushing  right  ahead 
on  it,  and  hopes  to  have  the 
Final  Environmental  Statement 
completed  by  the  first  part  of 
November. 

But  the  Department  must 
then  sit  tight  until  the  Statement 
is  reviewed  by  five  different 
state  and  federal  agencies, 
anyone  of  which  has  the  power 
to  return  it  to  the  Highway 
Department  "for  additional 
information  or  revisions." 


"The  review  process  for  this 
statement,"  which  the  Highway 
Department  is  required  to 
pursue,  "is  as  follows"  accord- 
ing to  a  letter  received  by  the 
Lewistown  News-Argus : 

1.  The  Department  of  High- 
ways forwards  the  statement  to 
the  Montana  Division  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion tor  their  review. 

2.  It  is  then  forwarded  to  the 
Regional  office  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  in 
Denver  for  review  and  signa- 
ture by  the  Regional  Engineer. 


3.  It  is  then  sent  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  in 
Washington  for  their  review. 

4.  It  then  goes  to  the  U.  S. 
Dept.  of  Transportation  for 
their  review  and  approval.  At 
this  point  the  Dept.  of  the 
Interior,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Dept.  of  Transportation,  re- 
views the  Section  4(f)  portion  of 
the  statement  and  joint  ap- 
proval is  necessary. 

5.  Finally  the  statement  is 
forwarded  to  the  President's 
Council  on  Environmental  Qual- 
ity, and  after  a  30-day  waiting 
period,  the  final  approval  can 


start  back  through  the  chain.    . 

"At  any  point  along  this 
chain,"  J.  R.  Beckert,  adminis- 
trator for  the  Montana  Highway 
Department's  engineering  divi- 
sion wrote  the  News-Argus, 
"the  statement  could  be  return- 
ed tc  the  Department  of  High- 
ways for  additional  information 
or  revisions. 

"We  are  presently  working  to 
complete  the  statement  in  a 
form  that  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  it  to  be  returned, 
since  that  will  just  delay  the 
future  development  of  the  pro- 
ject," Beckert  said. 
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Metcalf  puts  up 
scenic  river  biff 


WASHINGTON  (AP)  -  Leg- 
islation that  would  create  a 
Missouri  River  Scenic  Recrea- 
tion Bill  has  been  introduced  in 
Congress  by  Sen.  Lee  Metcalf, 
D-Mont. 

Metcalf  sponsored  a  similar 
piece  of  legislation  protecting 
the  Missouri  between  Fort 
Benton  and  where  U.S.  191 
crosses  the  river  in  the  last  ses- 
sion of  Congress. 

A  newsletter  from  the  sena- 
tor's office  says  sections  of  the 
Missouri  River  free  of  im- 
poundments, generally  in- 
accessible except  by  trail  and 
largely  pollution-free  would  be 
designated  as  wild. 


Scenic,  areas  would  include 
portions  of  the  river  that  are 
accessible  in  places  but  with 
qualities  found  in  the  "wild  riv- 
er" designation.  Stretches  ac- 
cessible by  road  or  railroad 
and  where  some  shoreline  de- 
velopment has  occured  would 
be  designated  as  recreational. 

In  contrast  to  his  earlier 
measure,  Metcalf's  present  bill 
would  authorize  constrction  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  near 
Winifred. 

The  measure  would  also  al- 
low pumping  facilities  and  pipe- 
lines to  serve  owners  of  lands 
adjacent  to  the  river. 


Billings  Gazette    2;2I 

Missouri  River 
bridge  backed 

LEWISTOWN  -  Don  \ldrich 
of  Missoula,  executive  .secretary 
ol  the  Montana  Wildlife  Federa- 
tion, has  come  out  in  f  Ivor  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  River 
northwest  of  Winifred. 

Aldrich.  who  was  in  Lewis- 
town  last  week,  said  the  federa- 
tion has  "always  recoprized  the 
need  for  a  bridge  acros.  the  Mis- 
souri River  northwest  of  Win- 
ifred and  favors  it 

It  pleased  us,"  he  said,  "that 
the  Highway  Department  has 
now  come  out  with  i'.s  environ- 
mental impact  report  and  has 
solicited  public  participation  at 
the  hearings  in  Winifred  on 
March  13  and  at  Big  Sandy  on 
March  12." 
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New'  Stafford's  wooden  deck  has  steel  underpinnings 


Down  the  road 


Dry  is  the  magic  word 


By  BETTY  ANN  RAYMOND 
Standard  Women's  Editor 

When  you're  traveling  down  the  road  in  the  middle  of 
the  state  near  the  Canadian  border  and  want  to  scoot  hack 
down  to  its  geographical  center,  Lewistown,  a  wink  at  the 
map  says  you  don't  have  too  many  options.  The  bright  red, 
fine  highway  lines  are  a  little  scarce. 

If  the  weather  man  says  dry  and  the  sky  echoes,  you  can 
go  where  yuh  wanna  go,  do  what  yuh  wanna  do,  with  just  a 
touch  of  courage. 

MY  TWO  WEEKS  moseying  around  Montana  convinced 
me  you  can  count  on  the  small,  double  black  line  which  is 
gravel,  some  big,  some  small.  Then  when  the  lines 
become  lazy  dittos,  it  means  dirt.  Dirt  in  Central  Montana 
means  gumbo  and  gumbo  means,  let  it  be  dry. 

Some  of  the  little  dusty  winding  trails  end  at  the 
Missouri  River  which  bisects  a  lot  of  Montana  going  east 
and  west. 

Such  was  the  choice  from  Chinook  by  way  of  Chief 
Joseph  Battlefield  of  the  Bear's  Paw  and  Cleveland, 
which  turned  out  to  be  a  big  metropolis  in  a  small  bar. 

THE  LANDSCAPE  is  rarelv  marred  with  fences,  siens 
and  comfort  stations,  so  if  you  plan  to  find  the  Missouri 
River  road  that  takes  you  to  a  ferry,  it's  advisable  to  be 
with  a  rancher  and  his  wife  that  know  the  country. 

I  was  —  and  they  only  argued  a  little  bit  over  which  road 
would  do  the  trick.  The  husband  won  the  toss  and  he  rolled 
a  seven. 

You're  glad  when  you  get  down  the  winding  road  to  the 
river  and  even  gladder  when  you  see  the  Stafford  Ferry. 
As  it's  now  7  p.m.  (technical  closing  hour),  you  jump  for  - 
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joy  when  the  ferryman,  Kenneth  Gilmore,  pops  out  of  his 

trailer. 

,  I  don't  know  how  many  ferries  cross  the  Missouri  but  I 

do  know  of  five. 

Gilmore  said  the  Stafford  has  been  ferrying  travelers 
across  the  river  on  and  off  for  70  years.  Its  location  was 
formerly  one  mile  upriver  at  the  McLelland  Crossing. 

IT  WAS  IN  1936,  the  ice  jammed  and  climbed  so  high  it 
played  havoc  with  the  surroundings,  crushed  out  cotr 
tonwood  trees  tore  out  banks  and  made  kindling  wood  of 
the  Stafford  Ferry. 

So,  'til  1947  folks  had  to  cross  at  the  PN  Ferry  14  miles 
away.  It  was  in  1961  the  Stafford  was  rebuilt  at  its  present 
spot. 

Ferrymen  have  other  jobs,  too,  because  ferrying  on  the 
Missouri  is  seasonal,  May  to  October. 

If  the  road  is  wet,  just  hope  Gilmore  has  an  extra  bunk. 

But  if  the  nice  fall  weather  hangs  on,  so  does  Gilmore. 

If  you  don't  like  high  places,  narrow  trails  and  no  guard 
rails,  stay  out  of  the  Missouri  River  breaks. 

You  have  several  things  to  worry  about,  getting  back  up 
to  the  top  grainland  but  traffic  isn't  one  of  them.  'Course, 
you  can't  relax  about  that  either  because  you  could  meet  a 
rancher  jazzing  along  like  he  was  on  a  freeway. 

I  HAVE  THREE  unanswered  questions  about  that  road: 
How  folks  have  the  stamina  to  travel  out  of  those  breaks 
twice  daily,  in  all  kinds  of  weather,  to  a  point  where  the 
school  bus  picks  up  and  drops  off;  why  pioneers,  before  4- 
wheel  drives  or  anything  similar,  decided  they  had  to  live 
there  in  the  first  place;  in  this  dry  year,  how  come  the 
shiny  green  ground  juniper  has  never  had  more  abundant, 
fat,  floured-blue  berries? 


COMMENTS  FROM  OTHER  AGENCIES  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

Letters  from  other  agencies  containing  their  comments  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  are  included  in  this  Final  Environ- 
mental Statement.  With  each  letter  that  had  a  comment  or  question 
that  needed  further  explanation  or  discussion,  we  have  included  a 
discussion  of  the  comment  or  indicated  where  further  discussion  of 
the  comment  can  be  found  in  this  Statement. 
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1  s  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


*»*PR0t«^  REGION  VIII 

I860  LINCOLN  STREET 
DENVER.  COLORADO    80203 

February  8,  1973 

Ref:  AWIE 

Mr.  Grover  0.  Pov/ers 
Supervisor  -  Preconstruction  Section 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers : 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  statement  for  Project  No.  RS-63(6),  Bridge  Site 
Study  Northwest  of  Winifred.  Generally  the  statement  is  satis- 
factory but  the  following  information  would  aid  in  improving  the 
final  statement. 

1.  Describe  to  what  extent,  if  any,  FAS  236  would  be  upgraded 
following  or  concurrent  with  the  construction  of  the  new  bridge 
over  the  Missouri  River. 

2.  Describe  in  some  detail  the  spur  from  FAS  236  to  the 
Blaine  County  road  system. 

3.  Describe  the  construction  techniques  and  procedures  to 
minimize  environmental  degradation  during  the  construction  period. 

In  accordance  with  the  system  used  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  to  categorize  its  reviews,  the  statement  for 
.  .  this  project  has  been  placed  in  Category  LO-2.  A  copy  of  the 
.  ...  ^   rating  system  is 'enclosed  for  your  information. 

In  view  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river  studies'  and  the  wilder- 
ness waterway  proposal,  we  recommend  that  the  final  decision  on 
the  bridge  be  deferred  until  the  final  outcome  of  the  studies  and 
the  proposal  are  known. 


Sincerely  your 


5 


0 


/   John  A.  Green 
/^Regional  Administrator 


Enclosure 
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CHAPTER    3 

PREPARATION/  APPROVAL,  AND 

DisTRinu'i'ioi!  or  comments  on 

ENVIRONMENTAL  I M-'ACT  STATEMENTS 


REVIEW  OF 
IMPACTING 


PEDERAL  ACTIONS 
THE  ESVIEOKMENT 


,•*••?    •■  .• 


Environmenta  1  Impact  of  the  Action 
LO — Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described 

in  the  draft  impact  statement;  or  suggests  only  minor  changes 

in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — 'Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of 
certain  aspects  of  the  proposed  action.   EPA  believes  that 
further  study  of  suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is 
required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  ib  unocLJaiu^Loiy 
because  of  its  potentially  harmful  effect  on  the  environment. 
Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the  potential  safe- 
guards which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect 
the  envi ronment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.   The 
Agency  recommends  that  alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed 
further  (including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement   ■        ... 

Category  l--/^dequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action  as 
v/cll  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project 
or  action. 

Category  2--Insu£ f icient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action.   However,  from  the 
information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to  make  a 
preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment. 
EPA  has.  requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  informa- 
tion thal^was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3 — Inadequate  '  '  * 

EPA  believes  'that  .the  draft  impact  statement  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement  inadequately 
analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.   The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the 
potential  environmental  hazards  and  has  asked  th3t  substan- 
tial revision  be  made  to  the  impact  statement. 


Tf  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no 
rating  will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action,  since  a 
basis  does  not  generally  exist  on 
determination . 


hich  to  make  such  a 
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We  have  the  following  comments  to  make  on  the  question  raised 
by  the  United  States  Environment  Protection  Agency. 

Points  1,  2,  and  3  of  their  letter  have  been  written  into  the 
statement  for  better  clarity. 

With  respect  to  the  last  paragraph  of  their  letter,  there  is 
a  copy  of  a  letter  from  Senator  Metcalf ,  in  the  comment  section, 
which  suggests  that  we  continue  toward  completion  of  this  statement 
before  final  consideration  is  given  to  the  inclusion  of  the  Missouri 
River  into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
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Mllj;tUH    BUILDING 


P.    O.    BOX    818        »,-•  'LEWISTOWN.     MONTANA      59457        •        PHONE     (  406  )      &<je-5436  v  " . 


February  9,  1973 


fir.  G-rover  0.  Powers,  P.E.,  Supervisor 
Preconstruct ion  Section 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


Re:  RS-68  (6) 

Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of 
Winifred 


We  appreciate  your  providing  us  with  a  review  copy  of  the  Draft  Evironmental  Statement 
of  the  proposed  Highway  #236  Missouri  River  Bridge.  We  have  reviewed  it  carefully  and 
were  happy  to  do  so. 

It  i3  good  for  us,  as  Montanans,  to  accept  our  responsibilities  as  stewards  of  our 
environment  and  to  carefulJ.y  understand  changes  we  make  so  that  we  know  each  consequence; 
likewise  it  is  important  that  we  cause  only  such  projects  as  will  improve  the  quality  of 
our  lives  as  contemporary  Montanans  and  as  will  improve  the  lot  of  future  Montanans. 

We  find  no  unwarranted  ecological  or  visual  disturbance  by  such  a  project.  We  note  that 
the  "wild  river11  concept  is  minimally  disturbed  and  that  the  benefits  from  such  a  project 
are  of  significant  value. 

We  hold  that  the  principal  impact  of  the  project  is  in  the  area  of  social  and  economic 
improvements,  not  only  to  the  people  of  the  surrounding  four  counties,  which  is  self 
evident,  but  also  to  Montanans  in  general  and  that  such  a  project  does  have  significance 
on  a  national  and  international  level*,  Relative  to  this  bridge  and  projects  of  similar 
importance,  we  should  like  to  note  that  we,  as  doers  in  our  time,  are  aware  of  the 
reduced  viability  of  rural  population,  particularly  in  this  area.  Anything  we  can  do  to 
support  the  rural  community  so  that  its  people' 'oh  the  'land  will  help  Slow  the  population 
shift  to  the  urban  areas,  is  of  value.  Rural  people  which  we  cannot  hold  and  properly  suppoi 
in  rural  America  become  part  of  the  urban  problem  with  its  implied  conditions  of  social 
sickness  in  America  today.  We,  in  the  rural  areas,  have  a  responsibility  on  this  point. 

We  feel  that  it  is  important  to  reverse  this  population  shift.  We  feel  that  we  each 
must  do  all  in  his  power  to  support  and  enhance  rural  America  that  we  may  at  least  hold 
the  line ' . 

To  discuss  this  proposed  bridge  as  a  single  impediment  to  the  "wild  river"  experience 
reduces  to  absurdity  when  values  are  in  their  perspective.  We  can  think  of  no  invesfcasat 
that  will  contribute  more  to  the  general  improvement  of  life  in  Central  Montana  than  a 
bridge  over  the  Missouri  on  Highway  #236  and  the  project  should  be  approved. 

Sincerely, 
V 

Dorm-<Po  nne  1  J. ,  {^airman 
Lewistown  Area  Cha    vr  of  Commerce 
Roads  and  Highway  Committee 
DP:LSB:ms 

•■  -  -  -  Serving  CENTRAL   MONTANA   since  1908  -  - 

cc:  Honorable  Tom  Judge,  Governor  State  of  Montana 
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WINIFRED  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS^"-"®' 

\        sCHOor.  nrsTRirt  no   ih   PPRr,ns  rnriNTv  ?■»*— S 


SCHOOL  DISTRICT  NO.  115,  FERGUS  COUNTY 
WINIFRED,  MONTANA  59489 

February  lb,  1973 


Depart  merit  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59^01 

Att:  Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers 

Dear  Sir; 


1 ii£l!Lj5F-iv/!y 


•    T"~v~ 

*~     i      '  dp??',<  ■ , —  -  •  ■-  - 


H 

;    n   .-  ■  . 


The  Board   of  Trustees   of  the  Winifred  School s^_ 
have   instructed  me  to  write  to  you  to  express  their 
favorable  position  on  the  proposed  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River  in  the  "Winifred  area. 

The  Board   feels   that  the   bridge   will  be    of 
great  benefit  to  our   community  as  well  as  to  the 
areas  across   the   river.      The   difficulty  of  travel 
during  the  winter  months  has  always   created  a 


problem.      xhe  Board  also   fe~?l 


aill 


be  as  asset  to  tourists  and  in  this  way  will  aid  the 
economy  oP  Winifred. 

The  Board  will  follow  with  active  interest 
any  further  developments  toward  this  goal. 


Sincrely, 

Mrs.  Beth  T.  Bergum,  Clerk- 
Winifred  School  Boards 
Winifred,  Montana  $9h$9 
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THOMAS  L.  JUDGE 

GOVERNOR 


m 


i 

STATE  OF  MONTANA 

JJEI'AUTMENT  OF  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 


PLANNING  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  DIVISION 
MAIL  TO  CAPITOL  STATION.  HELENA.  MT  59601 


) 


February  21,  1973 


Mr .  Grover  O .  Powers ,  Supervisor 

Pre-Construction  Section 

State  of  Montana  Department  of  Highways 

c/o  Highway  Building 

Helena,  Montana   59601 


PED  OFFICES  AT: 

ADMINISTRATION. 

RESEARCH 

1424  NINTH  AVE. 

406/449-2400 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 
1424  NINTH  AVE. 
406/449-3757 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 
INFORMATION  SYSTEMS 
1716  NINTH  AVE. 
406/449-2402 


Dear  Grover: 


Reference  is  made  to  the  draft  environmental  statement  subject^R.S/68  (6)  BRIDGE 
SITE  STUDY  Northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.    The  following  commeTits  are  provided: 

(a)  We  question  the  comment  on  page  24  that  the  towns  of  Lewistown 
Chinook,  Havre  and  Fort  Benton  "showed  significant  increase  in 
population  over  the  years"  .    Between  1960  and  1970,  not  one  of  these 
towns  grew;  Chinook's  population  decreased  22.1%  (the  highest  rate) 

to  Fort  Benton's  loss  of  1.3%  (the  lowest  rate)  .    Further,  it  is  suggested 
that  any  attempts  to  stabilize  the  economic  viability  of  the  Hi-line  area 
would  not  be  helped  by  providing  a  shorter  route  to  competing  trade 
centers  south  of  the  Missouri  River . 

(b)  It  is  questionable  that  a  larger  and  more  efficient  ferry  could  not 
be  provided .    Stabilization  of  landing  sites  and  riverbanks  adjacent 
thereto  would  not  appear  to  challenge  the  state  of  the  art  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers . 

(c)  Section  VI,  Page  40  should,  we  believe,  be  given  more  attention 
than  is  provided .    Indeed ,  "there  is  a  point  that  the  aesthetics  of  the 
area,  will  be  altered" .    The  aspects  of  "alteration"   will  very  probably 
be  significant  and  negative  in  nature  and  these  aspects  should  be 
given  more  careful  attention .    In  this  regard ,    it  is  noted  that  hearings 
wjW jpgJield^injBig  Sandy_and  Winifred,  Montana.  Persons  who  might 
wish  to  challenge  the  need  for  the  bridge  or  its  location    are  invited 
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Meyer  to  Powers 


-2- 


February  21,  1973 


to  travel  long  distances  to  appear  before  an  audience  of  dedicated 

and  mainly  local  proponents.    It  would  be  desirable  if  public  hearings 

of  this  nature  were  held  in  a  neutral  place  —  perhaps  Great  Falls  in 

this  instance —  where  more  objective  treatment  of  the  issue  would  be  possible 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  for  comment. 


Sincerely  yours , 


"Assistant  Chief 
Community  Development  Bureau 


LM/ls 
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We  have  the  following  comments  concerning  the  questions  raised 
by  the  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Intergovernmental  Relations. 
Our  comments  will  use  the  same  number  system  as  the  letter  from  the 
agency. 

A.  The  population  analysis  which  was  developed  in  the 
draft  was  in  error  and  has  been  rewritten  and  expanded. 

B.  No  matter  what  type  of  ferry  is  used  at  this  site 
it  still  would  not  provide  year  around  service  to  this 
area.   It  would  be  necessary  to  remove  it  during  the 
months  of  the  year  when  there  are  bad  ice  conditions  on 
the  river.   It  is  not  a  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
landing  sites  and  the  adjacent  river  bank  can  be  stabi- 
lized.  This  could  be  accomplished.   But,  the  ferry 
could  not  operate  when  the  river  is  frozen  over  or 
during  ice  breakup.   Also  this  past  summer,  due  to  low 
water,  the  operations  were  greatly  curtailed  because 

of  the  draft  of  the  ferry  and  the  mid-stream. 

C.  Section  VI  has  been  expanded  to  give  more  complete 
consideration  of  the  aesthetics. 
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epartmentot  Heath  and  EnvTronmenta  Scencer 


STATE  OF  MONTANA  helena, Montana  5%oi 


February  26,    1973 


H-i 


John  S.  Anderson  M .  D. 

DIRECTOR 


Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 
Dept.  of  Highways 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  MT  59&01 


Re:  E.3.  73/58,  and  RS-68(6)  Bridge 

Site  Study  northwest  of  Winifred, 
Montana . 


Dear  Sir: 


-  "We  "have  received  and  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
for  the  above  referenced  site  study,  and  our  comments  are: 

1.  The  "probable  impact  of  the  proposed  project"  (p. 27)  should  include 
the  fact  that  this  bridge  will  make  this  area  more  suitable  for  summer 
recreation  development. 

2.  The  "probable  adverse  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided" 
should  include  the  effect  of  sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal,  etc., 
should  the  aforementioned  development  occur.  These  things  could  have 
significant  adverse  environmental  effects. 

3.  Our  opinions  of  the  bridge  location  alternates  are: 

(a)  Not  desirable  due  to  the  fact  that  two  rivers  will  be  crossed. 
This  will  mean  that  construction  sediments  will  affect  the  river 
for  a  longer  time  than  with  the  other  alternates. 

(b)  A  good  choice.   There  are  no  problems  in  evidence  other  than 
during  construction. 

(c)  Acceptable,  but  not  as  good  as  (b)  because  a  temporary  road  for 
the  ferry  traffic  will  probably  need  to  be  built  on  the  south 
bank.   This  road  would  run  close  to  Dog  Greek  and  could  con- 
ceivably cause  some  unnecessary  sediment  situations. 

(d)  The  worst  choice.   The  possibility  of  channeling  a  section  of 
Dog  Greek  and  the  sedimentation  that  will  develop  from  this 
action  is  not  desirable. 

h.      Our  opinions  of  the  northern  route  alternates  are: 

(a)  Acceptable,  probably  the  best.   No  significant  effects  are  in 
evidence . 
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(b)  Questionable .  It  appears  that  significant  erosion  of  the 
roadbed  may  occur  during  and  after  construction.  Since  this 
possibility  can  be  avoided  by  another  alternate,  we  do  not 
recommend  this  route. 

(c)  The  worst  choice.   Putting  the  road  up  the  middle  of  the  valley 
and  crossing  Birch  Creek  more  than  seven  times  will  obviously 
cause  sediment  problems  which  can  be  avoided  with  alternate  jf   1. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Will  H.  Garvin 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Environmental  Sciences  Division 


WHG:vlf 
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We  have  the  following  comments  for  the  questions  raised  by 
Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment: 

1.  The  Introduction  has  been  rewritten. 

2.  Additional  information  has  been  written  into  the 
statement  to  discuss  the  natural  values  and  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

3.  A  social  and  economic  section  has  been  incor- 
porated into  this  statement.   Discussion  of  land 
ownership,  uses  and  economic  activities  have  been 
expanded . 

4  &  5»   It  is  agreed  that  the  river  bank  erosion  is  cor- 
rectible  without  this  proposed  project  and  the  use  of 
the  existing  ferries  have  the  lowest  total  annual 
cost.   However,  the  use  of  the  ferries  does  not 
allow  for  year  around  service.   There  has  been  addi- 
tional information  concerning  the  above  added  to  the 
context  of  the  statement. 

6.  The  statement  now  has  an  additional  alternate, 
Alternate  "E",  which  is  the  proposed  alternate  which 
has  not  infringed  upon  the  4(f)  lands. 

7.  The  misspelled  or  mistyped  word  "angiosperms"  has 
been  corrected  in  the  final  statement. 
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Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E.  '-•■'■ 

Supervisor  -  Preconstruction  Section 
Department  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers: 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  and  Section  4(f)  Statement,  RS-68(6), 
Bridge  Site  Study,  Northwest  of  Winifred 

Following  are  our  comments  on  the  subject  Draft  Environmental  Statement, 
which  we  note  is  prepared  as  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  Section  102(2) (c),  Section  4(f)  of  the  DOT  Act  of  1966,  and  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

1.  The  Introduction  states  that  the  statement's  purpose  is  to  assure  that 
the  human  environment  is  carefully  considered  and  that  environmental  goals 
are  met  when  "developing  highway  improvements."  We  suggest  that  the  purpos 
should  be  to  provide  for  full  assessment  of  the  human  environment  and  of 
environmental  goals  when  considering  whether  or  not  to  make  highway  improve 
ments. 


2.  In  a  number  of  places  throughout  th 
an  impression  that  a  bridge,  if  well  de 
of  a  Wild  River.   (See  page  1,  par.  2, 
lines  23-25;  page  29,  last  paragraph.) 
to  understand  the  real  significance  of 
wilderness  experience.  A  bridge,  no  ma 
be  an  intrusion  of  modern  civilization 
essentially  wilderness.  The  Draft  Stat 
character  of  the  river.  For  example,  p 
changed  since  the  time  of  Lewis  and  CI  a 
primarily  a  wilderness  area";  page  24, 
Missouri  can  see  the  only  section  of  th 
as  when  Lewis  and  Clark  traveled  throug 
environmental  concerns,  it  now  appears 
abandoned. " 


e  Draft  Statement  there  appears  to  be 
signed,  is  acceptable  in  the  context 
line  7;  page  28,  lines  3-7;   page  28, 

The  authors  of  this  Statement  fail 
the  bridge  in  terms  of  a  quality 
1 1 er  h  o w  beautiful  i  n  i t s  e 1 f ,  w i 1 1 
into  an  area  which  is  presently 
ement  recognizes  the  wilderness 
age  15,  line  3:  "essentially  un- 
rk";  page  21,  line  2.0:  "the  ares  is 

line  21:  "people  who  float  the 
e  river-  that  is  essentially  the  same 
h";  page  25,  line  19:  "because  of 
that  the  dam  proposals  have  been 


A  bridge  will  abbreviate  the  last  length  of  wild  river.  It  will  be  as 
acceptable  to  the  present  wilderness  experience  as  the  proposed  Red  Buffalo 
Pass  highway  would  have  been  in  terms  of  the  proposed  Gore-Eagle's  Nest 
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GrovewO.  Powers,  P.E. 
February  27,  1973 
Page  Two 

Wilderness  in  Colorado.  This  is  a  much  larger  question  than  bridge  aesthetics. 
It  is  a  question  of  the  destruction  of  a  rare  and  unique  resource.  It  can  be 
abbreviated;  so  can  the 'Won a  Lisa"  be  cut  in  half. 

The  highway  decision  should  be  placed  in  abeyance  until  final  determination  is 
made  on  the  proposed  wild  or  scenic  designation.  As  there  is  a  current  bill  for 
such  designation,  it  is  probable  that  the  legal  determination  on  administrative 
action  expressed  in  Parker  vs.  U.  S.  will  apply;  i.e.,  no  administrative  action 
can  take  place  which  would  jeopardize  the  intent  of  legislation. 

3.  Economics  and  land  use  changes  which  might  result  from  the  proposed  project 
are  not  adequately  considered.  Paragraph  6(a) ( i i )  of  the  Guidelines  issued  by 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  April  23,  1971,  requires  assessment  of  the 
implications  of  the  action  for  population  distribution  or  concentration  and  of 
these  changes  upon  land  use,  water,  public  services,  and  other  resources.  The 
subject  Draft  Statement  merely  says  (page  27)  that  "economic  increases  should 

be  felt"  by  certain  towns.  Will  economic  transfers  occur,  such  as  a  loss  of 
agricultural  income  to  Havre  resulting  from  a  transfer  of  market  activity  to 
another  community?  The  bridge,  or  improved  access,  will  probably  not  signifi- 
cantly improve  basic  production  in  any  region.  If  transfers  occur,  what  is  the 
multiplier  effect  for  unemployment  increases  or  for  loss  of  per  capita  income 
due  to  loss  of  jobs? 

There  is  insufficient  information  on  land  ownership,  land  uses,  and  economic 
activity.  It  does  not  appear  that  there  is  a  travel  analysis  based  on  land 
use  zones.  If  the  altered  travel  and  access  patterns  will  affect  land  uses,  the 
impacts  on  the  wildlife  discussed  on  pages  21-23  could  be  significant,  as  could 
the  effects  on  the  wildness  of  certain  portions  of  the  river  itself. 

4.  We  note  that  erosion  at  the  existing  ferry  is  correctible  without  this 
proposed  project. 

5.  We  note  that  the  alternative  of  "no  bridge—use  existing  ferries"  gives 
the  lowest  total  annual  cost  of  any  alternative. 

6.  The  discussion  of  the  4(f)  lands  is  weak.  People  who  have  floated  the 
Missouri  report  that  this  particular  campground  is  the  best  one  between  Fort 
Benton  and  Robinson  Bridge.  Any  impact  on  the  large  old  cottonwood  trees  would 
be  disastrous.  To  put  a  bridge  over  this  area,  as  a  "multiple  use,"  would  be  a 
travesty,  these  people  report.  Not  many  people  on  a  wilderness -type  trip  want 
to  camp  under  a  bridge. 

7.  On  page  12,  "anglosperms"  should  be  changed  to  "angiosperms,"  (despite  what 
some  believe  about  desirability  of  maintaining  "anglo  sperms"  as  important  biota.) 

Si n cere Vy/yoifrs /  7 ' / /     / /■' 

teuM  faA*^t-- 

Albert  G.  Melcher,  P.E. 
Director  of  Technical  Services 

cc:  Senator  Lee  Metcalf,  Congressman  John  Melcher;  Fletcher  Newby,  Montana 

Environmental  Council;  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  Mid-Continent  Region 
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We  have  the  following  comments  on  the  questions  raised  by  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences: 

1.  The  section  on  "probable  impact  of  the  proposed 
bridge"  now  includes  information  with  recreation  and 
tourism  in  mind . 

2.  There  is  presently  sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal 
available  at  the  Judith  River  Recreation  Area  which  is 
adjacent  to  secondary  highway  at  the  bridge  site. 
Further  needs  in  this  regard  are  difficult  to  anti- 
cipate whether  the  project  is  constructed  or  not. 
There  are,  however,  existing  statutes  enforced  by  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  that 
deal  with  sewage  and  solid  waste  disposal. 

3.  There  has  been  a  fifth  alternate  for  the  structure 
developed  since  these  comments  were  received  and  it  is 
discussed  in  Section  IV.  This  new  alternate,  Alternate 
"E",  is  the  proposed  structure  location. 

4.  At  this  time,  if  the  spur  road  were  to  be  constructed, 
it  would  follow  Alternate  #1  alignment  or  very  close  to  the 
existing  trail  through  this  area. 
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Mr.    Grover  O.    Powers,    P.E.         f 
Supervisor,    Pr econstruction  Section 
Department  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,    Montana    59601 

Dear  Mr.    Powers: 


77  South  Ogden  404 
Denver,    Colorado     80209 
February  28,    1973 
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Re:    RS-68(6)  Bridge  Site  Study 


Because  I  am  extremely  interested   in  decisions  pertaining  to  the  Missouri 
River,    I  have  read  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  which  your  office 
prepared  in  accordance  with  State  and  Federal  Environmental  Policy  Acts 
concerning  the  above  subject. 

A  paradox  clearly  exists  in  the  rationale  for  building  this  bridge.      The 
statement  says,    "There  could  be  an  adverse  visual  impact  of  the  structure 
and  approaches  as  viewed  by  those  floating  the  River."     Next,    the  engineer 
says  that  the  structures,    approaches,    and  connecting  spurs  would  be  developed 
so  as  to  be  aesthetically  pleasing  to  the  area  and  to  those  who  visit  or  live 
there.      This  assumes  that  an  adverse  visual  impact  can  be  aesthetically 
pleasing!       Visitors,    like  myself,    are  recreationists  who  enjoy  the  views 
from  the  River  and  its  edge.      For  them,    the  visual  aspect  i_s_  the  aesthetical 
aspect  and  one  cannot  be  lacking  in  the  presence  of  the  other.      Thus,    the 
rationalization  for  building  the  bridge  because  it  could  be  aesthetically 
pleasing  is  entirely  subjective  and  weak. 

I  have  traveled  this  last  stretch  of  the  Missouri  by  canoe  and  am  familiar 
with  its  campsites  and  wild  qualities.      The  Judith   Landing  Recreation  Area 
is  one  of  the  most  appealing  campsites  along  the  River  owing  to  its  magni- 
ficent Cottonwood  trees,    its  scenic  visual  qualities,    its  attraction  of  wildlife, 
its  historical  and  pastoral  setting.      The  area  is  small  and  capacity  is  limited, 
this,    too,    enhancing  its  appeal  to  the  public.      A  bridge  and  acoutrements 
with  their   inherent  disruptive  scarring  would  not  only  deface  the  land  but 
would  detrimentally  affect  the  Recreation  Area  because,  of  the  greater  numbers 
of  people  that  would  be  drawn  to  the  Area.      Furthermore,    who  wants  to 
camp  under  a  bridge  ramp,    or   even  within  the  sounds  of  traffic? 

The  fact  that  the  area  is  "primarily  a  wilderness  area"  as  noted   in  the 
statement,    would   in   itself  indicate  that  development  such  as  a  bridge  would 
be  destructive.      Numerous  wildlife  habitats  would  be  disrupted  or  destroyed, 
again  pushing  many  species  into  crowded  conditions  and  adding  to  the 
rising  number  of  "wildlife  islands"   in  the  U.S.   where  these  creatures  are 
forced  to  live  in  a  decreasingly  natural  habitat   -~  if  they  can  survive  at  all. 
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Mr.    Grover  O.    Powers,    P.E.  February  28,    1973 

Page  Two 

Wilderness  preservation    is  an  increasingly  important  part  in  the  "manage- 
ment of  America"  for  many  reasons,    as  you  know,    and  for  economic 
reasons,    as  well.    (See:     Natural  Environments,    Edited  by  John  V.    Krutilla, 
for  an  analysis  of  the  economic  arguments  related  to  the  need  for  wilderness.  ) 

When  a  wilderness   is  invaded,    no  amount  of  "good  planning  and  design" 
can  minimize  the   impact.      The  structure,    regardless  of  how   it  is   set  upon 
the  land,    is    the   impact.      Erosion  at  the  bridge  site  can  be  thwarted  by  more 
natural  means  than  a  giant  bridge  which  would  change  the  characteristic  of 
the  River  at  the  site.      The  bridge  as  a  rationalization  to  the  erosion  problem 
is  again  weak. 

The  present  average  daily  traffic  does  not  warrant  such  a  violation  of  an 
outstanding  natural  and  historical  landscape.      In  this  age  of  fast  automobiles 
and  private  airplanes,    a  125-mile  stretch  of  roadless  land  is  a  rarity  and  a 
pleasure.     If  we  were  still  in  the  "horse-and -buggy"  days,    rationale  for  a 
bridge  might  exist. 

The  major   impact  of  the  bridge  would  be  the  loss  of  a  long  stretch  -- 
and  the  last  wild  reach  --  of  a  nationally- important  great  River.     Owing  to 
the  rapid  growth  in  wilderness  recreational  use  and  the  limited  availability 
of  the  resource   --  especially  wild  rivers   --  how  can  we  afford  to  devastate 
a  finite  system.     With  this   in  mind,    the  "do-nothing  -  use  existing  facilities" 
alternative  is  the  most  acceptable.     Primarily,    the  damages  to  be   incurred 
on  this  reach  of  river  will  be  too  great  to  justify  the  "ifs"  and  "mights" 
and  "coulds"  as  to  economic  hardships  and  inconveniences  to  the  few  people 
involved  in  this  area.      Secondarily,    because  of  the  even  greater   impact  and 
more  structures  required  to  utilize  the  suggested  alternative  sites  for 
the  bridge,  a  decision  to  "let  the  land  be  as   it  is"  would  appear  to  be  the 
most  logical. 

Sincerely, 


Jean  Widman 

cc:    Senator  Lee  Metcalf 

Congressman  John  Melcher 

Mr.    Fletcher  Newby,    Montana  Environmental  Council 

Mr..  Foster  Freeman,    National  Park  Service 

Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,    Mid -Continent  Region 

Senator  Peter  Dominick 

Senator  Floyd  Haskell 

Mr.    Wesley  R.    Woodgerd,    Montana  Dept.    of  Fish  &  Game 

Mrs.    Doris  Milner,    President,    Montana  Wilderness  Assn. 
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We  have  the  following  comments  for  the  questions  raised  by 
Ms.  Jean  Widman: 

1.  The  statement  involving  the  bridge  being  both 
an  adverse  visual  impact  and  aesthetically  pleasing 
has  been  rewritten. 

2.  A  new  alternate  has  been  proposed  which  will 
not  impinge  upon  the  Recreation  site. 

3.  The  "no-build"  or  "do-nothing"  section  has  been 
rewritten  and  expanded. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF   HEALTH.   EDUCATION.   AND   WELFARE 

REGION   VIII 

FEDERAL  OFFICE   BUILDING 

19th   AND   STOUT    STREETS 

DENVER.  COLORADO      80202 


March   1,    1973 


OFFICE  OF    THE   REGIONAL   DIRECTOR 


Re:      Draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement 

Project  R.S.    68(6)    -   Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


Your  Ref ; 


32-GOP 
RS-68(6) 


Mr.    G rover  0.    Powers,   P.E. 
Supervisor ,   Preconstruction  Section 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Helena,   Montana      59601 

Dear  Mr.    Powers: 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  statement  as  submitted   to 

our  Department   and  have  no  adverse  comments   regarding  areas  of 

responsibility  under  our  programs. 

Thank  you   for  submitting  the  statement  for  our  review. 

Sincerely, 


/X/kulon  R.    Garfield 
"   Regional   Director 
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Jve^-^T  Powers,  P.  E. 
Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Section 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dear  Mr.    Powers: 
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The  draft  environmental  statement  RS-68(6)  for  Bridge  Site  Study  Northwest 
of  Winifred  in  Fergus  County,  Montana,  addressed  to  Dr,  T.  C.  Byerly, 
Office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  on  January  26,  1973,  was  referred  to 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  review  and  comment. 

The  Claggett  and  Colorado  shale  formations  are  prevalent  south  of  the 
proposed  bridge  site.   There  is  active  slide  activity  on  existing  roads 
in  the  area.   Remedial  measures  should  be  taken  to  design  roads  to  control 
slide  activity.   Planned  road  construction  should  generally  follow  the 
alignment  of  existing  roads  to  the  ferry.   Shale  areas  should  be  avoided 
when  possible. 

The  report  is  in  error  in  listing  buffalograss  as  one  of  the  most  common 
grasses  in  the  area.   There  is  no  buffalograss  in  Fergus  County.   The 
report  states  that  cattle  graze  a  moderate  percent  of  the  area.   It  should 
read  that  cattle  graze  most  of  the  land  in  the  area. 

Page  25  reports  that  because  of  environmental  concerns  it  now  appears  that 
the  dam  proposals  have  been  abandoned.   It  should  also  be  noted  that  the 
citizens  of  the  area  are  still  vocal  and  active  in  their  support  of  a  dam 
on  this  stretch  of  the  Missouri  River. 

Page  28  states  the  bridge  could  diminish  the  wild  river  characteristics. 
The  word  "will"  should  replace  the  word  "could." 

The  proposed  project  could  adversely  affect  the  PN  Ranch  headquarters  and 
ranch  operations  depending  on  the  route  selected.   The  ranch  irrigated 
pasture  program  could  be  adversely  affected. 

The  shale  formations  through  which  the  road  may  be  routed  are  difficult  to 
revegetate.   Adequate  provisions  should  be  taken  in  preconstruction  planning 
to  insure  revegetation  of  all  disturbed  areas. 
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Grover  0.  Powers 


3/2/73 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  proposed 
project . 


Sincerely, 

Gc  to-  A^  "-U -r-i 

A.  B.  Linford  " 
State  Conservationist 


cc:   Kenneth  E.  Grant,  SCS,  Wash.,  D.  C. 

T.  C.  Byerly,  Office  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Wash.,  D.  C. 
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The  comments  and  questions  raised  by  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  letter  have  been  incorporated 
or  answered  with  the  body  of  the  environmental  statement. 
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Department  of  Highways  \   '  J^i  '■ 
Helena,  Montana  596ol 


Attention:  Mr*  Grover  0.  Powers 


Dear  Mr,  Anderson: 


Following  review  of  the  draft  environmental  statement  by  our  staff,  our 
meeting  with  your  Staff  in  Helena  on  February  23,  and  subsequent  action  by  our 
Commission  on  February  26  (copy  attached)  we  offer  the  following  comments; 

In  general  we  support  the  concept  of  a  bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River 
at  or  near  the  present  site  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  ferry.   As  discussed  during  our 
February  23  meeting,  placement  of  the  bridge  is  vitally  important  to  the  future 
of  the  4(f)  lands  comprising  the  Judith  Landing  recreation  area.  We  recommend 
that  you  place  the  bridge  as  near  as  possible  to  the  present  site  of  the  ferry. 

On  page  32  of  your  statement,  you  describe  "severing  the  section  4(f) 
lands"  as  the  most  economic  and  "least  degrading  to  the  total  area,"  Since  the 
Judith  Landing  recreation  area  is  the  only  such  area  in  this  vicinity,  and  since 
it  receives  considerable  use  by  recreationists,  the  effects  of  the  proposed  bridge 
and  its  location  can  certainly  not  be  considered  as  the  "least  degrading. "   As 
discussed  during  our  February  23  meeting,  some  form  of  mitigation  will  be  required 
in  the  event  the  4(f)  lands  ar'e  disturbed  during  construction.   This  could  amount 
to  acquisition  of  the  4(f)  lands  in  question,  or  acquisition  of  replacement  lands 
on  the  south  side  of  the  river. 

VJhereas  we  support  the  general  concept  of  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  at  the 
site  of  the  Lobse-P.N.  ferry,  we  question  the  various  plans  for  spur  roads  to 
connect  FAS-236  with  the  Jensen  ferry  route,  at  least  so  far  as  these  plans  are 
how  proposed*   This  route.,  as  proposed,  passes  through  some  of  the  most  valuable 
game  habitat  in  northcentral  Montana.   Construction  activities,  and  the  resulting 
increase  in  use  of  this  portion  of  the  "breaks"  could  adversely  affect  wildlife 
populations w  Similar  road  construction  in  other  portions  of  the  "breaks"  has  been 
opposed  in  the  past  due  to  the  possible  adverse  effects  on  wildlife.   He  suggest 
that  you  could  relocate  plans  for  the  spur  road  further  to  the  north.   Such  location 
would  lessen  conflicts  with  game  habitat,  the  road  would  be  mere  easily  constructed 
due  to  conditions  of  the  terrain,,  and  more  inhabitants  of  the  ares  would  be  served 
by  the  road  since  it  would  more  closely  traverse  the  inhabited  portion  of  this  i.~ 

To  offer  more  specific  omments  on  various  portions  o£   the  statement,  we 
offer  the  following  for  vour  consideration: 
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Mr.  IT.  J.  Anderson 


March  5,  197.3 


Page  9*   Judith  Landing  Recreation  -Area  -  Boating  is  omitted  from  Available 
Activities  under  "Before  Proposed  Project"  -  this  was  probably  a  typing  omission 
but  should  be  included  since  boating  in  connection  with  overnight  camping  is  the 
dominant  activity  at  this  recreation  area, 

Pages  9  and  10.   Description  -  Paragraph  2  includes,  "being  located  adjacent 
to  FAS-236  and  the  Missouri  River,  the  area  receives  use  by  those  traveling  by 
road  or  by  river  as  an  overnight  campground  and  picnic  area. "  The  following  should 
be  added:  "The  Judith  Landing  recreation  area  is  art  important  location  for  people 
floating  the  Missouri  River,   It  is  often  used  as  a  debarkation  or-  embarkation 
point  for  river  trips*"  Many  people  float-  from  Fort  Benton  or  Coal  Banks  Landing 
to  the  Judith  Landing  where  they  leave  the  river.   Others  use  Judith  Landing 
for  an  overnight  stay  and  continue  on  down  the  river.   A  smaller  number  begin 
their  river  journey  at  this  point  and  travel  on  downstream. 


Page  31.   Geology  -  The  third  paragraph  includes,  "these  features  resemble 
massive  concrete  walls*"  This  should  be  changed  to,  -these  features  resemble 
massive  masonry  walls,  as  described  by  Lewis  and  Clark, " 


0)i  pa 


21. 


states,  "because  the  area  is  primarily  a  wilderness 


area,  there  is  a  great  abundance  of  fish,  and  wildlife, "  This  statement  is  not 
entirely  correct-  i.e.,  there  is  en  abundance  of  fish  and  wildlife,  not  because 
the  area  is  "wilderness,"  but  because  the  area  includes  high  quality  habitat  which 
provides  for  the  needs  of  fish  and  wildlife.   "Wilderness,"  either  designated  or 
otherwise,  does  not  always  .imply  "a  great  abundance  of  fish  and  wildlife."  Para- 
graph 2  in  this  same  section  includes  the  words  "in  relative  abundance."  You 
should  omit  this  phrase,  since  it  is  incorrect  as  stated.  Within  the  third  para- 
graph under  the  Fish  end  Wildlife  section,  you  include  elk.  and  bighorn  sheep  as 
inhabitants  of  this  segment  of  the  river.   This  is  incorrect'  elk  do  not  inhabit 
the  area  and  bighorn  sheep  are  found  further  downstream,  primarily  on  the  south 
side  of  the  river. 


Paragraph  2  on  page  23  states,  "Pheasants  are  increasing."  There  is  no 
evidence  to  indicate  that  this  is  true.   Possibly  you  should  change  the  sentence 
to  read,  "Pheasants  occur  along  the  river  bottom  where  cultivated  crops  such  as 
alfalfa  and  small  grains  are  grown. "  Al so  in  this  same  paragraph,  you  state, 
"Wild  turkeys  were  introduced  to  the  area  some  time  ago  and  are  increasing  in 


num.be: 


also  is  incorr 


turkey t 


range  some  tine  ago,  bub  they  are  not  increasing.   To  our  knewled? 


n«« 
there  ]  :>.s   nevei 


rps.w  Mountain 


been 


"turkey  introduction  in  the  break: 


•ea  near  the  Lohse--P,I\Tc  ferry. 


On  page  24-,  paragraph  2  should  be  changed  to  read:  "The  Sts 
has  developed  5  riverside  campground  are-'':,  excluding  lames  Kipp  £ 
the  Fred  Robinson  bridge.  The  purpose  of  these  art. as  is  to  provlc 
ities,  la.untdiing  facilities,  water  n^C,  shelter  for  river  travelers 
the  Judith  Landing  recreation  area,  lies  on  the  north  river  bank,  j 


ate  of  Montana 
i.pp  State  Park  near 

sanitary  facil- 
One  of  these, 
bank  just  upstream 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 


March  ^  1973 


from  the  Lohse-P.N.  ferry  landing.  The  property  is  held  through  an  easement 
from  the  property  owner  and  contains  a  developed  well,  sanitary  facilities, 
picnic  tables  and  a  boat  launching  ramp.  This  area  is  one  of  4-  major  embarking 
and  debarking  locations  for  river  travelers." 

One  last  comment  relates  to  your  discussion  of  I.andsJ.ides  on  page  31. 
This  discussion  and  your  stated  plans  to  minimize  cuts  and  fills  is  to  be  corninended. 
We  wholeheartedly  agree c  particularly  in  light  of  the  evidence  from  construction 

of  Highway  191  and  resulting  landslides  just  north  of  the  Robinson  bridge. 

Again.,  we  support  plans  for  construction  of  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River 
at  the  lohse-P.N".  ferry  crossing,  with  the  above-mentioned  stipulations.  We  would 
appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  suggestions  relating  to  the  Judith  Landing 
recreation  area  and  the  spur  road  to  connect  FAS- 23 6  with  the  Stafford  ferry  road. 

Since  the  Lohse  and  Stafford  ferries  represent  historic  landmarks,  you  might 
consider  some  form  of  preservation  near  the  sites  where  they  operated  with  appropria 
i  nt  er pr  e t  ive  ma  t  er  i  al . 

Thanks,  and  feci  free  to  contact  us  if  we  can  further  clarify  our  comments. 

Sincerely, 

WESLEY  R.  WOODGERt) 

STATE  FISH  AM)  GAME  DIRECTOR 


SRB/sd 

cc:  Fletcher  Newby 


By: 


Steve  R.  Bayless,  Chief 
Bureau  of  Information 


v-  - 
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MONTANA  FISH  AND  GAME  COMMISSION 
February  26,  1973 

Whereas  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  long  been  concerned  for 
and  involved  in  various  development  and  preservation  programs  associated  with  the 
free~f lowing  Missouri  River  and  its  associated  fish  and  wildlife  communities,  and. 

Whereas  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  continues  in  its  conviction  that 
the  Missouri  River  should  be  preserved  for  posterity  in  a  free-flowing  condition, 
and. 

Whereas  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  recognizes  the  needs  and  desires 
of  people  living  near  the  Missouri  River  for  a  secure  and  permanent  crossing, 

Nov,  Therefore,  Be  It  Resolved,  that  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
supports  a  bridge  crossing  of  the  Missouri  River  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
present  Lohse-P.N*  Ferry  and, 

Be  It  Further  Resolved,  that  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  reserves 
judgement  on  the  spur  road  connecting  the  bridge  site  to  the  Jensen  Ferry  site 
until  detailed  studies  concerning  that  spur  road's  impact  on  mule  deer  and  upland 
bird  habitat  are  conducted,. 
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We  have  the  following  comments  on  the  comments  and  questions 
raised  by  the  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game: 

1 .  In  regard  to  paragraphs  1  and  2  page  one  of  the 
letter,  a  new  alternate,  Alternate  E,  has  been  included 
in  the  study  and  ia  the  recommended  alternate.   This 
would  also  answer  the  remarks  in  paragraph  3  in  that 
the  structure  would  not  infringe  upon  the  park  lands. 

2.  The  comments  brought  forth  on  pages  2  and  3  of 
the  letter  have  been  written  into  the  body  of  the 
statement  in  the  areas  questioned. 
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Rt.   4,   Box  642 

Evergreen,   Colorado    80439 

March  6,  1973 


Grover  O.   Powers,  P.E. 

Sap e r vi s o r ,  P  r e c on s tract i on  S e cti on 

Department  of  Highways 

State  of  Montana 

Helena,  Montana    59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


Be:    RS-68(6)  Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


I  am  familiar  with  the  site  under  consideration,  and  the  surrounding  roadnet. 
As  a  professional  guide  and  outfitter,  I  have  canoed  the  Wild  Missouri  from 
Virgelle  to  Robinson  Bridge. 

I  view  the  proposed  bridge  as  unnecessary,  and  as  a  definite  degradation. of  the 
primary  values  of  the  area. 

In  regard  to  necessity  and  desirability  as  a  transportation  factor,  there  are 
several  conflicting  statements  within  the  Environmental  Statement. 

.On  page  23  (Para.   8,  Population)  it  is  stated  that  "slow  growth"  is  character- 
istic of  the  area;  that  "---the  population  should  remain  constant;"  and  that  the 
population  " — grew  relatively  fast  until  1920.    After  this  time  there  has  been 
a  constant  decline — .  " 

The  population  trend  characteristic  of  similar  areas  throughout  the  United  States 
is  neither  "slow  growth"  nor  "constant,  "  but  "constant  decline."     This  indicates 
no  need  for  improvement  of  the  existing  crossing  facilities  other  than  that  neces- 
sary to  stabilize  the  ferry  site. 

On  page  39,  concerning  the  cost  analysis,  the  present  average  daily  traffic  is  given 
as  35.  However,  on  page  38  it  is  stated  that  6,000  vehicles  use  ihc  ferry  in  a  year 
(actually,  during  a  2 40 -day  season)  winch  indicates  a  daily  traffic  figure  of  25. 

Whichever  figure  is  correct,  the  very  .Light  usage  coupled  with  the  negative  population 

1 '  end  indicates  no  real  present  need.     Even  the  design  year  (1998")  estimate  of  120  vehicles 

per  day, -four  or  five  times  the  present  w^e^  indicates  no  great  future  need. 


( ;.:  page    ;,  in  me  o 


V    .  .   I 


'"jntioYi  of  trie  iTtfi  !i  ih 


Landing  Recr.va.tion  Area,   before  project 
able  .      -  it  i      are  listed  as  "Camping,  Pjcnicmg,  Hiking',   i:i;-;J. :'ng,  etc."    Alter 
id  ; '  "  i  iny;  to  the  list . 
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Mr.  Grover  O.  Powers 

March  G,  1973 


This  gives  the  impression  that  uic  project  would  add  boating  activities.    As  is 
indicated  on  page  10,  "At  this  recreation  area  services  are  a  boat  ram|r>~--,  M 
boating,  canoeing  and  rafting  are  very  important  present  activities.        | 

l 
The  magnificent  cottonwood  grove  campsite  at  Judith  Landing  is  virtually  unique 
in  the  entire  125  miles  of  wild  river.     These  trees  may  have  been  seedlings  when 
Lewis  and  Clark  explored  the  river;  certainly  they  were  there  when  the  historic 
forts  were,  built  and  treaties  held  nearby.     They  are  nearly  the  sole  indicators  of 
what  much  of  the  riverbank  was  before  the  advent  of  the  steamers.     This  grove 
must  be  protected  and  preserved,  even  from  campers,  if  necessary. 

The  economic  future  of  this  area  will  be  in  utilizing  the  historic,  scenic,  educa- 
tional and  scientific  values  now  present  in  a  way  that  will  neither  harm  the  earth 
nor  alter  the  basic  characteristics  of  openness  and  freedom  fox  both  man  and  earth. 
This  concept  is  touched  on  by  Montana's  choice  of  the  descriptive  term,  the 
Big  Sky  Country.    We  must  not  forget  that  the  same  big  sky  is  over  New  York  City, 
the  difference  is  in  what  man  has  done  to  the  earth  beneath  that  sky. 

Montana  is  great  because  every  wilderness  fastness  has  not  been  overwhelmed, 
every  ancient  cottonwood  has  not  been  cut,  and  every  wild  river  has  not  been 
bridged.     I  hope  that  Montana  will  continue  to  be  great. 

Sincerely, 


William  B,   Mounsey 


cc:    Senator  Lee  Metealf 

Congressman  Join'  Vlelcher 

Mr.   Fletcher  Newhys  Montana  Environmental  Council 

Mr.   Foster  Freeman.  National  Park  Service 

Bureau  of  Our  door  Recreation;  Mid-Continent  Legion 

Sens  tor  Peter  :Domini oh 

Senator  Floyd  Kaskc  i  i 

Mr.   Wesley  it.   Woodgorcis   Monfsna  Derpi.   oJ  Fish  &  Game 

Mrs.  Doris  Milner,   President,  Montana  Wilderness  Association 
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We  have  the  following  comments  concerning  the  questions  raised 
by  Mr.  William  B.  Mounsey: 

1.  The  population  section  has  been  rewritten  and  expanded 

2.  The  6,000  vehicles  has  been  corrected  to  read  6,000 
persons,  and  the  use  of  35  A.D.T.  in  the  preparation  of 
the  cost  analysis  has  been  explained. 

3.  It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  author  to  leave  out 
boating  as  an  existing  recreational  activity  and  this 
error  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  statement. 

4.  An  additional  alternate  has  been  added  to  the 
statement,  and  is  the  proposed  alternate  to  be  used. 
This  alternate  will  not  infringe  upon  the  park  land. 


150 


"*M**ri*&sn&ia-rl 


\ 

DEPARTMENT    OF    THE    ARMY 


^i^rV'pf'^*  HIGHWAY  C^*«5ftj$^f  ISTRICV-  corps  of  engineer: 

llEWjR  EC  El  vpihu-srOST  °V,CE  AND  COURT  HOU 

<J         ^X'A/'  "*"    t/  OMAHA.    NEBRASKA    68102 


S 
SE 


MR03D-ME 


MAR  12  1973 


HELENA,  MONTANA 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson,  Director 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59^01 
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Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  26  January  1973  transmitting  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  Project  RS-68(6),  Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

It  appears  that  all  of  the  possible  significant  impacts  have  been 
listed  in  the  draft  statement.   However,  more  discussion  on  the  following 
possible  adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  enable  the  reviewer 
to  more  fully  comprehend  their  significance. 

a.  Disturbance  of  a  State  Fish  and  Game  campground; 

b.  Probable  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  Wild  or  Scenic  River 
legislation  under  consideration; 

c.  Effects  of  splitting  U(f)  lands; 

d.  Probable  future  improvements  required  to  other  highways  in 
the  region  due  to  traffic  increases  associated  with  a  new  bridge; 

e.  Elimination  of  two  ferries  with  possible  historic  significance. 
We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  subject  statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

/ 


C.  F.  THOMAS 

Chief 4  Planning  Division 
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The  comments  and  suggestions  brought  forth  in  the  preceeding 
letter  from  the  Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  have 
been  incorporated  into  the  environmental  statement. 
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Mayor 

Glenn    Humphry . 
Aldermen         I   MONTANA.  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 

Laurence  oiiy?      RECEIVED 

Laddie  Nepil 
Ray  Amen 
Charles   Simpson 

Treasurer 

Alfred  Ophm 

Clerk 

Catherine  Dyrlond 
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Mr.  Harry 'J.  Anderson' 

Director  of  Highways 

Montana  State  Highway  Commission 

Helena ,  Kont'aria  59601' 

March  1,  1973 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson 

In' reply  to  your  letter  of  January  26,  1973» ' regarding  pro- 
posed construction  of  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  in  the 
general  area  North  of  Winifred,  Montana,  my  comment  is  as 
follows:  .   •  .  •    ...  ..-■-•    .  •   •   ...•>:••_••    ..••  • 

The  residents  of  this  area  are  almost  unanimous  in  their 
support  b i"  this  project,  as  they  feel  that  i"t  would  be  a 
definite  boon  to  the  local  economy  and  facilitate  transporta- 
tion to  the  Southwestern  section  of  the  State, 

In  the  past  there  has  been  a  lack  of  continuous  Ferry  service 
in  the  Winter  due  to  ice,  and  in  the  Summer  due  to  low  water. 
Cattlemen  Rnd  Sheepmen  in  this  area  are  particularly  enthus- 
iastic over  this  proposed -project  "as  much  of  their  marketing 
is  done  in  the  City  of  Lev/is  town, 

I  feel  that  any  disadvantages  as  far  as  "Environmental  Impact" 
is  concerned  would  be  negligible  and  far  overshadowed  by  the 
advantages  to  be  gained.   Further,  the  view  and  appreciation 
of  projected  and  established  Historic  Sites  would  be  more 
accessible  to  the  general  public. 


- 


Sincerely  Yours, 


./   W-- 


.vMC-'Vv.  \,\. 


/w*yW>uM, 


GLENN  L.  HUMPHREY 
Mayor 
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The     WilderneSS    Society     +  -^ 4260  E.  Evans  Avenue,  Denver,  Colorado  80222 

Western  Regional  Office       Phone  (303)  758-2266 


March  9,  1973 


Mr.  C7rover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 
Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Section 
Department  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Helena,  Montana   59G01 


Dear  Grover : 

I  regret  being  so  late  in  commenting  on  the  proposed 
bridge  across  the  Missouri  near  the  mouth  of  the  Judith 
River. 

I  have  appreciated  very  much  the  opportunity  of  reviewing 
your  Draft  Environmental  Statement.  It  represents  a  very 
good  basis  upon  which  to  make  judgements. 

As  I  am  sure  you  know,  it  has  been  my  good  fortune  to  have 
become  intimately  familiar  with  this  reach  of  the  river. 
During  the  past  2  0  years  I  have  been  involved  with  several 
quite  detailed  studies  of  this  relatively  wild  stretch 
of  the  Missouri  during  wildlife  Management  and  Recreational 
work  with  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department. 

I  am  not  now  speaking  in  any  official  capacity,  but  pri- 
marily as  a  deeply  concerned  individual  who  feels  that  this 
superb  river  area  presents  a  unique  opportunity  for 
environmental  preservation.   I  feel  that  in  its  present 
semi- wild  state,  it  contains  a  very  unusual  combination 
of  historic,  scenic,  recreational,  scientific,  geological, 
and  wildlife  values  that  give  it  matchless  state  and 
national  significance.   I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  any 
material  alteration  from  the  present  character  of  the  area 
would  down  grade  its  unique  value.   In  this  sense  a  bridge 
anywhere  within  the  180  miles  between  Fort  Benton  and  the 
present  Fred  Robinson  Bridge  would  be  undesirable 0   It 
would  seriously  disrupt  the  present  continuity  of  the  out- 
standing experience  of  a  trip  on  this  lovely,  relatively 
undisturbed  river. 

If  however,  a  bridcye  is  constructed  at  the  Judith  River 
site  I  would  strongly  recommend  that  it  be  located  at  the 
present  ferry  site,  well  below  the  Judith  Landing  State 
Park.   The  State  Park,  an  you  know,  is  located  in  a  beau- 
tiful cotton^ood  a rove .   This  camn  site  is  of  prime  impor- 
1.   •   :  ■■  •  ■  •  •      :,•.:■-';:' 

souj:i  .   It  is  prustiiciy  quivu  siuaii  so  cnat  any  loss  in 
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Mr,  Powers 


March  9,  1973 


size  by  bridge  or  highway  construction  would  represent  a 
true  natural  resource  tragedy. 

Thanks  very  much  for  your  consideration  of  these  thoughts. 
Very  Sincerely, 


Robert  F.  Cooney,  Director 

A  WAY  TO  THE  WILDERNESS  Trip  Program 
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We  have  the  following  comment  on  the  Wilderness  Society  Letter: 
1.   The  new  proposed  Alternate  "E"  alignment  will  not 
infringe  upon  the  recreation  area  as  "would  the  alignment 
which  was  proposed  in  the  draft  statement.   The  new 
alignment  is  discussed  fully  in  the  statement. 
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Mr.  H,  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana  59501 


March  ^m^'  ;U'Yr  ^'f'M'£;li  .' ;  ///// 


Attention:  Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers 


Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 


Your  department's  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  project  RS-68(6), 
Bridge  Site  Study  Northwest  of  Winifred,  has  been  reviewed  by  the  EQC  staff, 
prompting  the  ensuing  comments. 


1 .  A] j  coun 
the  proposed 
Bureau  of  Ce 
counties  -- 
Lewis town,  ■ 
information 
"Larger  town 
use  the  road 
showed  signi 
paragraph  3) 
long-term  gr 


ties  and  all  communities  cited  as  conceivably  benefiting  from 
bridge  'lost  population  over  the  decade  1960-1970.  The  1970 
nsus  report  gives  the  following  percentage  population  reductions 
Blaine,  -16,9;  Chouteau,  -11.9;  Fergus,  -10.0;  communities  -- 
13.1;  Chinook,  -22.1;  Havre,  -1.7;  Fort  Benton,  -1.3.  This 
is  presented  in  reference  to  comments  made  on  pages  24  and  40: 
s,  not  directly  in  this  area,  but  ones  that  would  definitely 

are  Lewis town,  Chinook,  Havre,  and  Fort  Benton.  These  towns 
ficant  increases  in  population  over  the  years."  (page  24, 
;  !:...not  bridging  this  stretch  of  river  would  not  hold  to  the 
ov/th  of  the  area."  (page  40,  paragraph  2), 


It  is  important,  to  note  that  areas  on  both  sides  of  the  river  have  lost  both 
rural  and  urban  population  and  have  consequently  experienced  a  decline  in 
economic  activity.  In  fact,  the  situation  in  Havre  is  such  that  the  city  is 
now  entitled  to  assistance  from  the  Economic  Development  Administration.  The 
important  point  is  that  any  action  promoting  transfer  of  economic  activity  out 
of  either  one  of  these  "depressed"  areas  would  have  a  negative  impact;  a  more 
reasonable' objective  would  be  to  make  these  areas,  the  Hi-Line  and  the  Judith 
Basin,  self-sufficient  and  economically  viable  in  their  own  right. 

In  any  event,  the  fact  remains  that  Great  Falls,  a  major  trade  center,  is 
closer  to  Havre  and  Lev/ is  town  than  Havre  and  Lev/is  town  are  to  one  another. 
Furthermore,  the  read  system  existing  between  Great  Falls  and  these  two 
cities  is  far  superior  than  that  between  Havre  and  Lewistown. 
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Mr.  H.  J,  Anderson 
March  9,  1973 
page  two 

In  summary,  the  economic  arguments  for  a  bridge  in  this  location  are  very 
weak  and  in  certain  cases  in  direct  contradiction  to  available  data  on 
population  trends. 

2,  The  "Do  Nothing"  alternate  on  page  37  could  be  greatly  expanded  to 
present  the  merits  of  leaving  this  river  reach  in  a  semi -primitive  condition. 
The  impact  statement,  and  more  specifically  the  discussion  of  this  alternate, 
does  not  afford  good  faith  consideration  to  natural  environmental  values.  It 
is  evident  from  the  disproportionate  amount  of  coverage  given  to  location  and 
engineering  design  alternates  that  available  Highway  Department  expertise  is 
not  adequate  to  raise  environmental  considerations  to  the  status  kf  cechnical 
considerations  which  is  one  of  the  primary  objectives  of  MEPA  andlthe  environ- 
mental impact  statement  process  (Section  69-6504(b)(2)).  As  stated  in  our 
revise-;4  guidelines,  Section  6,a(4),  "A  rigorous  exploration  and  objective 
evaluation  of  alternative  actions  (including  no  action  at  all)  that  might 
avoid  some  or  all  of  the  adverse  environmental  effects  is  essential."  (Em- 
phasis added. ) 

The  "Do  Nothing"  alternate  takes  a  generally  negative  attitude  toward  pre- 
serving the  site  in  its  present  state:  "The  'do-nothing'  alternate  would 
have  appeal  to  anyone  who  would  prefer  that  the  bridge  not  be  built.  This 
could  present  a  hardship  to  the  area,  might  limit  economic  opportunities 
in  the  area,  and  would  greatly  inconvenience  future  residents  of  the  area." 
This  terse  "Do-Nothing"  section  is  not  only  slanted  and  entirely  too  brief, 
it  is  not  even  original,-  Compare  this  section  as  stated  above  with  language 
from  the  U.S.  191  Spur  EIS:  "The  'do-nothing'  alternate  may  have  appeal  to 
the  group  of  people  who  would  prefer  that  Big  Sky  not  be  built.  This  would 
present  a  hardship  for  the  developed  might  limit  economic  opportunities  in 
the  area  and  could  greatly  inconvenience  future  residents  of  the  area."  We 
feel  that  the  unique  features  of  this  area  and  tiie  potentials  that  some 
people  contend  might  be  realized  by  avoiding  additional  development  warrant 
far  more  discussion  than  the  brief  paraphrase  provided. 

3.  In  light  of  the  national  significance  of  the  area  involved,  the  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  potential  impact  on  the  area's  economy,  and  the  unsupported 
assumptions  and  canned  language  of  the  impact  statement,  we  must  conclude 
that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  on  the  Bridge  Site  Study  North- 
west of  Winifred  constitutes  a  minimum  effort  toward  compliance  with  NEPA, 
MEPA,  and  our  revised  guidelines.  We  therefore  anticipate  more  thorough 

and  carefully  documented  coverage  of  the  points  discussed  above  in  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  enable  your  agency  to  come  closer  to  attaining  the 
objectives  of  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act  through  the  environmental 
impact  statement  process. 

Sincerely  yours , 

/  Fletcher  e.  newby^ 

FEN/mb  Executive  Director 
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We  have  the  following  comments  for  the  questions  raised  by  the 
Environmental  Quality  Council: 

1.  The  county  and  community  populations  stated  in  the 
draft  were  in  error  and  this  section  has  been  rewritten 
and  expanded  to  show  the  actual  changes  which  have 
occurred.  A  social  and  economic  study  has  been  in- 
cluded in  the  statement. 

2.  The  "no-build",  formerly  the  "do-nothing"  alternate 
has  been  completely  rewritten  to  be  more  objective  to 
the  total  statement. 

3.  More  information  has  been  included  in  the  text 
regarding  inclusion  of  the  Missouri  River  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
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DEPARTMENT  OP  HIGHWAYS  ';   '  f' T'i    ' :" 

PUBLIC  HEARINGS  UNIT  ,'<  'Z\    ■  -i;V 

HELENA,  MT     59601  *_  Jr-4-;": 

!ci  ']:•'- 

Our  club,  at  the  regular  weekly  meeting  this  evening,  voted 
unanimously  in  support  of  the  new  proposed  bridge  on  the 
Missouri  River  between  Eig  Sandy  and  Winifred. 
It  is  also  their  wishes  that  this  same  action  taken  by 
them  be  conveyed  to  you  for  your  information  and  guidance. 
We  are  sincerely  hopeful  that  this  proposal  will  bear  fruit 
sooner  than  expected,  somehow  or  someway.  The  old  timers 
have  diweuseed  this  all  my  life  in  this  area  and  that  is 
adding  up  to  almost  sixty  years.  What  a  blessing  this  will 
eventually  be  for  those  residing  in  this  north  oentral 
Montana  that  has  been  so  frustrated  and  hemmed  in  so  long, 
during  the  greater  pasrt  of  each  year. 

Thank  you  for  a  very  nice  conducted  hearing  at  Big  Sandy  at 
the  high  school  auditorium  today. 

Odin  H.  Bl^clrhus 

P.  0.  Box  70 

Big  Sandy,  Ml1     52520 
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POLICY  STATEMENT-. 


Havre  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

P.  0.  Box  308 

Havre,  Montana  59501 
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Date:   March  13,  1973  Ljj         '  .  "'  *   -      I   ^X  •  .,   ' 

Subject  Area:   Missouri  River  Bridge  (Big  Sandy-Winifred)  •• ■        /  .""*/  r  '  .    i 


Submitting  Committee:   Highway  &  Transportation 


***************************************** 

STATEMENT  OF  POSITION 

The  Highway  &  Transportation  Committee  and  Board  of  Directors,  of  the  Havre 
Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  support  the  proposed  Missouri  River  Bridge  northwest  of 
Winifred  and  southeast  of  Big  Sandy,  Montana.   Better  modes  and  methods  of  trans- 
portation in  and  out  of  North  Central  Montana  will  greatly  benefit  all  concerns. 


*  * 


******************* 


*  * 


********* 


JC    J-    At         -*- 

i  v    f.  f\         r-. 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 

Whereas  the  retail  trade  area  of  Havre  itself  encompasses  over  54,000  (*) 
citizens  who  need  better  roads  and  bridges  to  travel  and  trade  throughout  Montana; 

Whereas  the  only  bridge  crossing  from  Fort  Benton  to  Ft.  Peck  Dam  is  the  Fred 
Robinson  Bridge  south  of  Malta; 

Whereas  land  users,  both  public  and  agricultural,  need  better  accessability 
to  and  from  the  Central  Montana  area; 

Be  it  resolved  this  proposed  bridge  is  of  great  importance  to  all  and  must  be 
built  as  soon  as  possible. 

*  (Editors  and  Publishers  Market  Guide  19  73) 


***************************************** 


Date  approved  by  the  Board  of  Directors March  13,  ] 9 73 


Signature  of  the  President  Brad  Dugdale 
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Route  I;  Box  1410 

Hamilton,  Moritana  59840 

a-arch    12,  $073 


Mr.  Grover  Powers, P. E. 

Supervisor,  Freconstruction  Section 

Department  of  Highways 

State  of  Montana 

iielena,  Mt. 
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Daar  Mr.  Qrover, 

This  letter  concerns  the  proposed  Winifred  Bridge  for  over  the  Missouri. 

First,  I  have  difficulty  understanding  just  why  this  bridge  is  needed. 
True,  I  nave  heard  that  the  ranchers  north  of  the  river  would  use  it 
to  take  livestock  to  i-ewistovm,  but  don't  they  presently  have  •-  market 
in  Havre  which  is  closer  in  most  cases  than  Lewiston  would  be?Comparing 
the  relatively  few  individuals  directly  benefiting  in  this  manner  from 
the  bridge  with  the  pleasure  accruing  to  those  who  will  use  the  river 
for  wilderness  recreation  over  the  many  years,  I  come  up  with  grave 
doubts  that  the  present  need  or  projected  use  have  sufficient  weight  to 
merit  impinging  on  tne  wild  character  of  the  river. 

I  have  canoed  down  the  Missouri  and  I  remember  well  the  beautiful  camming 
spot  just  up  stream  from  tne  ferry.  The  ferry  didn't  interfer  ..ith  the 
personality  of  the  river,  in  fact,  it  fit  in  with  the  dying  cabins  and 
traces  of  the  old  fences  we  saw  along  the  way.  It  continued  the  feel  of 
past  history  which  is  so  important  to  the  overall  picture  of  the  Missouri 

The  serenity  of  the  cottonwood  grove  there  was  exquisite.  Fewer  and  fewer 
become  such  areas  so  why  should  we  hasten  to  break  the  spell?  Surely  it 
will  be  of  greater  value  to  our  dwindling  cultural  Heritage  than  a  bridge 
will  be. 

The  Missouri  is  a  river  of  the  Nation,  much  of  whose  history  has  unrolled 
along  her  banks.  I  think  we  have  a  moral  obligation  to  preserve  these 
areas  much  as  we  preserve  cathedrals,  palaces,  etc. 

.Leave  us  stay  cur  hand  on  this  one.  If  time  should  prove  that  _.  bridge  is 
needed,  a  bridge  will  be  built.  Meanwhile,  let  us  not  remove  the  option! 


cc: Mansfield 
Met  ciklf 
^elcher 

Shoup 

ps;  Please  make  this  statement 


Very  truly  yours, 

Doris  Milner,  President 
oart  of  the  hearing  and  the  impact  record 
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We  have   the   following  comments    on   the   questions   raised   by   the 
Montana  Wilderness  Association: 

The  statement  has  been  expanded  to  bring  forth  more  in- 
formation on  recreation  and  tourism.  Also,  a  socio-economic 
study  has   been   included. 

A  new  alignment,  Alternate  ME",   has   been  included   in 
the   study  as    the  proposed   alternate.      This  new  alignment 
will   not   infringe   on   the  park  grounds   as   shown   in   the 
exhibit  section  and   as  discussed    throughout   the   statement. 
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rrinnW  COMMISSION 

"Kffi  VED 
MAR  2  °  1973 


Winifred,  Montana 
March  13,  1973 


J  support  the  b  ilding  of  a  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  [liver,  north  of  ,',  inifred,  been  use  ]  feel 
it  would  bo  nil  important  improvement  in  transportation, 
linking  the  Northern  Ilighline  ire-)  of  Montana 
and 
ro 


Cent^; 


nking  the  Northern  Ilighline  ire-)  of  Montana   to  Cental 
d  Southern  Montana;  thus  providing  a  direct  North-South 
ute  from  the  Canadian  bordpr  through  Montana. 


Bridging  the  Missouri  would  help  in  the  healthy 
economic  growth  of  our  Genial  Montana  area.  It  would 
open  up  p  direct  route  to  n  cnttle  market,  and  provide 
a  shorter  route  to  the  college  in  Havre  for  the  young 
people  from  the  area;  perhaps  encouraging  many  who  might 
not  otherwise   e  nble  1o  Htend. 

I  strongly  ur-  e  the  building  of  a  bridge.  I  feel 
it  is  a  right  n:id  necessary  step  in  the  future  growth 
o  P  M  ont  ">na. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


v    BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


District  Office 

Drawer   1160 

Lewistown,  Montana  59457 


IN  REPLY  RF.FER  TO 

M-3:   1700 


March  14,  1973 


Manager,  Public  Hearings  Unit 
Montana  State  Highway  Department 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Dear  Sir: 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  on  the  P.N.  Bridge  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  as  presented  at  your  hearing  in  Winifred  on  March  13,  1973. 
Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  making  these  remarks  and  recommendations. 

I  hope  we  can  work  closely  with  the  Department  Right-of-Way  and  Engineering 
personnel  in  location  and  design  of  needed  improvements  on  the  access  road 
from  Winifred  as  it  crosses  Natural  Resource  Lands. 

Please  furnish  me  with  one  copy  of  the  transcript  of  your  Winifred 
meeting.  .. 

Sincerely  yours, 


-£ 


Joseph  A.  Gibson 
District  Manager 


cc:   State  Director,  MSO 
Enclosure 
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NOTES  FOR  BRIDGE  HEARING 
Winifred,  Montana  -  March  13,  1973 

My  name  is  Joe  Gibson  -  I  am  the  BLM  District  Manager,  Lewistown,  Montana. 
Although  comments  were  not  requested  of  BLM,  I  have  written  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  ,to  the  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
He,  in  turn,  has  forwarded  comments  to  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  Mid- 
Continent  Regional  Office  in  Denver.   BOR,  I  presume,  will  comment  formally  on 
the  statement. 

My  purpose  here  is  to  bring  this  back  to  a  more  or  less  local  level.  Although  my 
comments  may  not  coincide  precisely  with  those  of  the  BOR  they  are  never- the- less, 
a  summation  of  my  one- the-ground  report  and  should  provide  emphasis  for  a  few 
important  points. 

First,  I  would  commend  the  authors  of  this  draft  for  their  description  of  the 
environmental  qualities  of  the  immediate  and  surrounding  area  and  for  their 
evaluation  of  impacts  which  could  be  expected. 

I  believe  it  is  a  well  written  statement  which  discusses  quite  adequately  the 
impacts,  both  adverse  and  favorable,  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  on 
lands,  resources,  and  people  in  the  area.   I  do  suggest  additional  consideration 
be  given  to  some  of  the  bridge  and  access^  design  characteristics  which  may 
influence  environmental  impacts. 

1.   Stream  bank  erosion  is  cited  as  one  reason  that  the  ferry  can  no  longer  be 

considered  a  viable  alternative.   This  same  condition  would  certainly  affect 
design  of  a  bridge  and  approaches.   What  will  have  to  be  done  to  stabilize  the 
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stream  bank  above  and  at  the  site  of  the  bridge  to  protect  it  and  the  approaches? 
Would  this  protection  require  some  channel  work  upstream?   If  so,  could  it  be 
designed  to  also  protect  the  historic  P.N.  warehouse  from  further  bank  erosion? 
What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  channel  down  stream  of  rip-rapping  and  constric- 
tion at  the  bridge  site? 

2.  There  is  little  discussion  on  possible  impacts  on  wildlife,  particularly 
waterfowl  which  nest  or  reside  in  this  vicinity.   This  could  be  quite  critical 
downstream  from  the  Bridge  if  substantial  stream  bank  modifications  are  required. 

3.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  impact  of  an  improved  road  through  the  P.N.  Ranch 
headquarters.   The  existing  road  passes  between  the  old  residence  and  the  corrals 
and  outbuildings.   Dust  is  now  a  problem  and  with  increased  traffic  it  would  be 
worse  if  the  road  is  not  surfaced.   Paving  or  improvement  will  tend  to  increase 
speed  of  vehicles.   This  could  create  an  increased  safety  hazard  to  people  and 
livestock.   Fencing  the  right-of-way  would  separate  the  headquarters  residence 
from  the  outbuildings. 

4.  There  is  only  a  brief  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  construction  or  improvement 
of  the  connecting  road  from  the  south  (page  31).   With  increased  all-weather 
traffic,  this  road  will  have  to  be  improved  for  several  miles.   Visual  and 
watershed  impacts  could  be  critical,  particularly  in  the  rougher  areas  and  on 
the  hill  between  the  uplands  and  the  Judith  River  bottom.   The  existing  road 
crosses  several  areas  of  extremely  steep  slopes  and  unstable  soils.   In  order 
to  properly  evaluate  long  term  impacts  -  future  improvements  should  be 
considered. 
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I  understand  also  that  any  structure  across  the  river  may  have  to  meet  minimum 
requirements  imposed  by  the  U-  S.  Coast  Guard  to  minimize  navigational  impacts. 
I  would  urgently  recommend  that  full  consideration  be  given  tc  navigational  needs 
in  the  design  of  the  structure  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  free  passage  of  boats 
and  other  craft  on  the  river.   The  proposed  bridge  design  has  not  been  revealed. 

An  alternative  not  proposed  by  the  Montana  Highway  Department  is  the  construction 
of  the  bridge  and  approaches  at  the  present  P.N.  Ferry  location.   The  acceptance 
of  this  alternative  would  not  require  the  loss  of  any  additional  productive  range 
or  agricultural  lands.   The  proposal  would  not  damage  or  infringe  upon  the  Judith 
Landing  Recreation  Area  and  its  grove  of  cottonwood  trees  or  any  of  the  known 
archeological  sites  that  are  present  in  the  immediate  vicinity.   The  Lewis  and 
Clark  camp  site  and  the  Indian  Treaty  Council  site  of  1855  would  also  not  be 
disturbed.   Both  of  the  latter  sites  mentioned  are  to  some  extent  modified  by 
current  agricultural  uses,  however,  some  of  the  proposed  road  or  bridge  locations, 
especially  alternative  D,  would  further  alter  the  sites  to  an  alarming  degree. 
For  the  above  reasons,  the  alternative  of  constructing  the  bridge  and  approach 
roads  at  the  present  P.N.  Ferry  location  is  recommended  as  the  number  one  choice. 

I  heartily  concur  that  improvement  of  the  river  crossing  in  this  area  is  justified 
to  provide  a  reliable  all-weather  access  route  between  the  highline  communities 
and  Central  Montana.   I  recommend  that  if  a  bridge  is  to  be  built  that  the 
"New  Alternative"  as  proposed  here  should  be  given  priority  followed  by  Alternative  C 
as  described  on  page  33  of  the  impact  statement.   Alternative  C  would  require  some 
modifications  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  possible  conflicts  with  the  Judith  Landing 
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Recreation  Area  on  the  north  bank  of  the  Missouri.   Both  Alternative  C  and  the  new 
alternative  should  be  further  studied  to  minimize  any  impacts  on  the  P.N.  Ranch 
headquarters  buildings.   It  is  'recommended  that  the  south  approach  spur  to  the 
proposed  bridge  follow  and  overlap  the  existing  roadway  as  nearly  as  possible  and 
not  be  developed  as  a  high  speed  traffic  carrier.   Proposed  Alternative  C  would 
be  quite  adequate.   This  recommendation,  if  implemented,  would  best  protect  the 
aesthetic  and  historic  sites  of  the  area,  would  not  require  the  disturbance  of 
additional  land  surface  and  would  better  facilitate  possible  future  recreation 
development. 
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We  have  the  following  comments  for  the  questions  raised  by  the 
District  Manager  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

1.  There  will  be  a  need  for  some  bank  protection  at  the 
bridge  site  and  for  a  short  distance  both  up  and  down 
stream.  However,  bank  protection  at  the  old  P.N.  Ware- 
house and  along  the  park  would  be  outside  the  scope 

of  this  project.   It  would  be  possible  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Highways,  Fish  and  Game  Department  and  whom 
ever  else  may  be  involved  to  do  protection  work  for 
the  warehouse  and  park  at  the  same  time  and  possible 
under  the  same  contract  and  with  costs  coming  from 
the  agencies  responsible  for  the  care  of  these  areas. 

2.  Very  little  downstream  bank  modifications  would 
be  required  and  no  interference  with  waterfowl  nesting 
areas  is  expected. 

3.  At  the  present  time  the  existing  alignment  through 
the  P.N.  Ranch  is  intended  to  be  used  but  vehicle  speed 
would  be  very  low  due  to  existing  sharp  curves.   It 
would  be  possible  to  realign  the  road  east  of  the  P.N. 
ranch  building  if  it  becomes  a  hazard  to  people  and 
livestock.   However,  this  would  remove  irrigated  pasture 
ground  from  use.   Future  upgrading  of  the  roadway  would 
require  fencing  and  cattleguards  to  be  used,  but  to  what 
extent  is  not  known  at  this  time. 

4.  The  statement  discusses  fully  the  care  which  will 
be  needed  and  the  care  that  will  be  taken  in  working 
through  the  areas  of  known  and  possible  landslides. 
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5.   Since  the  draft  was  published  an  additional  alternate 
has  been  included  in  the  study.   Alternate  "E"  is  discussed 
and  the  reasons  why  it  is  the  proposed  alternate  are  in- 
cluded within  the  body  of  the  statement. 
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Montana  Dept.    Highways; 
Hel ena ,    Montana : 
Bridge  Study: 
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rch  18, 

Every  Member 
A  Sportsman 


Deer  Sir; 

WE  AP.e  in   favor   of  a  bridge  crossing  the  Missoiri    ELver 
northwest  of  Win! i red. 

We  would  rather   see  the  "bridge  connect  with  the   exissting  S&o 
roads  than   to   damage  any  more  of  the  Historic   site   that  are 
all  ready  in  danger  from  developers. 

The  recreation   site   of  the  fish  and  game   dept  must  not 
"be  moved. 

This  is   fragile  land,    roads,  cannot   "be  "built    just  any 
where. 


Sincerely  yours., 
Ray  Kits 
secreta.y. 
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We  have  the  following  comments  to  offer  in  regards  to  the  items 
mentioned  by  the  Hill  County  Wildlife  Association: 

The  alignment,  Alternate  "E",  which  crosses  at  the 
present  P.N.  Ferry  site  is  the  recommended  alternate.   This 
alternate  will  not  infringe  on  or  remove  land  from  the  recrea- 
tion area  and  will  require  a  minimum  amount  of  land  to  be 
taken  from  its  present  use. 

Sections  I. B.C.  and  IV. A. 4.  discuss  the  reasons  for 
sharp  curves  and  steep  alignment. 
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BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
HILL  COUNTY 
HAVRE,  MONTANA 

March  19,    1973 


State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
Public  Hearing  Unit 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  is  written  to  declare  Hill  County's  interest  in  the  proposed 
bridge  crossing  of  the  Missouri  River  on  F.A.S.  236  approximately  24  miles 
northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

There  seems  to  be  no  adverse  social,  environmental  or  economic  impact 
attendant  to  the  construction  of  the  proposed  bridge  and  the  spur  road  on 
the  north  side  of  the  river  to  connect  the  Blaine  County  road  system  with 
Route  236.   For  this  reason  we  support  the  siting  and  construction  of  the 
bridge  and  spur  road. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project  and  anticipate 
that  you  will  proceed  with  construction  plans  without  undue  delay. 


Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
HILL  COUNTY 
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Daniel  Morse 
Chairman 
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Subject:  Missouri  River  Bridge 
Gentlemen: 
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I  have  studied  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  by  the 
Montana  Highway  Department  concerning  the  Bridge  Site  Study  Northwest 
of  Winifred  [RS-68).  I  would  like  to  make  some  observations  and  recommendations 

The  foremost  consideration  for  any  development  on  the  Missouri  River 
should  be  made  with  respect  to  the  effect  on  Wild  River  values—considering 
the  possibility  for  inclusion  of  this  stretch  of  the  Missouri  into  the 
Wild  Rivers  System.  Although  a  bridge  at  this  point  would  not  jeopardize 
the  Wild  River  status  of  the  Missouri,  a  bridge  would  necessarily  have  a 
detrimental  effect  on  the  integrity  and  continuity  of  the  Wild  River 
taken  as  a  whole.  In  effect,  the  bridge  would  cut  the  river  in  half  here, 
destroying, for  people  floating  the  river,  the  sense  of  one  continuous 
stretch  of  unspoiled  river.  The  traffic  and  people  concentration  generated 
by  the  bridge  would  also  impair  the  feeling  of  isolation  and  wildness  that 
is  the  intent  of  the  Wild  Rivers  System. 

Being  a  floater  of  the  Missouri  myself,  I  know  that  the  ferries  along 
the  way  do  not  disrupt  the  psychological  stimulation  of  the  wild  river. 
On  the  contrary,  as  an  anachronism,  a  ferry  adds  historical  interest  to  the 
trip,  lending  the  sensation  of  being  in  an  older  part  of  America.  And  a 
ferry,  though  serving  the  requirements  of  local  inhabitants,  would  not 
encourage  traffic  as  a  bridge  would. 

The  question  is,  does  a  ferry  really  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
local  people?  The  impact  statement  maintains  that  continuing  the  ferry 
system  as  an  alternative  to  the  bridge  would  mean  economic  and  physical 
hardships  for  the  people  dependent  on  a  way  across  the  river.  However, 
it  doesn't  seem  that  this  has  been  sufficiently  studied.  I   would  like 
to  see  some  definite  figures  and  statements  regarding:  who  would  be 
affected  and  how  much,  if  a  ferry  system  were  maintained  instead  of  a 
bridge:  and  whether  or  not  a  new  bridge  is  even  economically  justifiable 
Cin  cost/benefit  ratio)  considering  the  proposed  use  it  would  receive. 
Hopefully  these  studies  could  be  done  independently  of  the  Highway  Department. 
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Missouri  River  Bridge--2 


The  impact  statement  also  maintains  that  it  is  not  feasible  to 
improve  the  existing  ferry  system  because:  (1)  the  river  bed  and  banks 
are  not  stable  enough,  and  (2)  it  can't  be  used  in  the  winter  anyway. 
It  seems  that  if  the  engineering  capabilities  to  build  a  bridge  are 
available,  then, certainly,  a  way  to  maintain  a  reliable  ferry  could  also 
be  achieved.  As  for  winter  use,  it  should  first  be  determined  if  the 
bridge  would  receive  much  use  at  that  time  of  year.  The  Fred  Robinson 
Bridge  could  serve  as  a  guide.  How  much  use  does  it  receive  in  the  winter? 
Is  it  enough  to  justify  splitting  the  traffic  load  with  another  bridge? 

If  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  continuing  with  the  ferry  system 
will  be  a  definite  economic  and  physical  hardship  on  a  significantly 
large  number  of  people,  and  that  this  justifies  the  costs  of  a  new 
bridge,  then  I  am  not  opposed  to  construction  of  a  new  bridge.  Otherwise 
the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge  and  the  present  ferry  system  should  be  able 
to  continue  doing  the  job;  and  a  magnificent  vestige  of  wild  America 
will  be  saved  in  its  unspoiled  character. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  comments  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leo  Keane 
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We  have  the  following  comments  for  the  questions  raised  by 
Mr.  Leo  Keone: 

The  draft  statement  has  been  rewritten  in  many  areas 
to  show  what  benefits  could  be  gained  with  the  structure. 
It  includes  items  on  recreation  and  tourism,  both  river 
and  road  use,  and  a  socio-economic  study  to  show  why  the 
structure  would  be  beneficial. 

At  the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge,  the  1958  traffic  was 
projected  to  1975  with  an  average  daily  traffic  of  258 
vehicles.  The  actual  average  daily  traffic  in  1973  is 
320  vehicles.  This  shows  that  the  traffic  counts  and 
projections  are  somewhat  conservative  and  when  opening 
a  corridor  such  as  the  one  being  considered  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  know  exactly  what  will  happen. 
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Upper  Missouri  Group 
Sierra  Club 
1400  N.  Benton  Ave. 
Helena,  Montana 
March  26,  1973 


Dear  Mr.  Powers, 


We  have  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  near  VJinifred.   Y.'e  find  it,  quite 
frankly,  inadequate.   It  seems,  in  a  phrase,  that  if  you  have  read  one 
highway  impact  statement-— you*ve  read  them  all.   The  dearth  of  environmental 
impact  information,  evaluation  and  discussion  is  glaringly  absent.   The 
,  engineering  and  overly  simplified  economic  information  abounds,  but  the 
total  view  of  the  total  impact  seems  to  have  been  lost  along  the  way. 

We  fail  to  understand  your  lack  of  appreciation  of  the  uniqueness  of 
'this  free  flowing  stretch  of  river.   Lest  we  all  forget— -in  the  rush  to  do 
something,  build  something,  that  the  nation  has  exceedingly  few  untampered 
reaches  of  river  left.   It  seems  to  us  that  the  value  of  the  area  is  increas- 
ing, increasing  very  rapidly-— without  highway  and  bridge  development. 
Certainly  it  is  worthwhile,  more  that  worthwhile  to  look  at  the  total 
picture  of  the  whole  stretch  of  river  and  see  what  is  truly  best  for  the 
whole  area.   It  is  essential  that  the  whole,  the  overriding  view  be  taken, 
.  before  7/e  commit  to  a  single,  irreversible  choice.  . 

"Your  "do  nothing"  review  is  totally  inadequate.  This  is  as  important 
"a  part  of  the  review  process  as  any-— yet  it  is  left  to  a  few  overworked, 
wholly  rudimentary  phrases.  An  honest,  total  apprasal  is  surely  needed,  yet 
left  in  this  statement  touched  only  by  a  few  superficial  comments.  There 
.is  a  gaping  hole  in  the  statement,  in  the  do  nothing  option,  yet  the  only 
treatment  is  the  Band-Aid  of  unsubstantiated  claims  revolving  around  lost 
possible  opportunities  and  continued  inconvenience. 

We  do  not  oppose  a  bridge,  per  se,  but  we  do  expect  an  honest,  informed, 
open  discussion  of  all  the  impacts  on  this  area,  and  the  options  available. 
To  do  less  is  to  fail  your  mission  of  providing  the  best  for  the  state  and 
her  people. 

We  look  forward  to  reviewing  your  revised  impact  statement. 

Sincerely, 
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We  have   the   following  comments   concerning  the  questions   raised 
by  the  Upper  Missouri  Group   of   the   Sierra  Club. 

The  environmental   statement  has   been  expanded   to  give 
a  better  view  of   the  socio-economic  portion  of   the   state- 
ment. 

The  "no-build",    formerly  "do-nothing",   portion  of   the 
statement  has   been  completely  rewritten  and   expanded. 
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"THE   USE   OF    EACH    ACRE   OF   AGRICULTURAL    LAND   WITHIN    ITS    CAPABILITIES 

AND    THE 
TP'>W£NT   OF    EACH    ACRE   OF    AGRICULTURAL    LAND    IN    ACCORDANCE    WITH    ITS    NEEDS    FOR    PROTECTION    AND    IMPROVEMENT- 


FERGUS   COUNTY  SOIL   AND   WATER    CONSERVATION     DISTRICT 

BOX     1078 • 


LEWJSTOWN      MONTANA     59457 


March  30,  1973 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Attention:   Grover  0.  Powers,  Supervisor 
Pre-construction  Section 


Re:   RS-68(6) 

Bridge  site  study 

NV7  of  Winifred,  Montana 


Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


The  Fergus  County  Conservation  District  Board  of  Supervisors, 
after  due  deliberation  and  discussion,  has  gone  on  record  in 
support  of  the  plans  to  construct  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri 
River  northwest  of  VJinifred,  Montana.   Concerning  the  location 
of  the  bridge  the  members  of  the  board  did  not  feel  they  were 
qualified  to  select  one  of  the  alternative  sites  and  felt  that 
this  decision  should  be  left  to  the  engineers  in  your  depart- 
ment.  However,  the  opinion  was  expressed  that  the  problems 
with  the  shale  which  have  been  encountered  with  the  Fred 
Robinson  bridge  should  be  avoided  if  at  all  possible. 

I  personally  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  statement  and 
found  it  to  be  most  comprehensive  and  informative.   It  con- 
stitutes a  job  well  done  and  the  department  is  to  be  commended. 
The  board  sincerely  hopes  that  money  can  be  found  in  the  near 
future  to  finance  the  construction  of  this  bridge. 


Sincerely 


Bradley  B.  Parrish,  Chairman 
Board  of  Supervisors 


BP/bh 
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Dear  Mr.    Anderson: 


[I  iiLiiliiiiii|E:]ziin 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  s 
review  and  comments  on  the  combined  draft  environmental/Section  4(f) 
statement  for  Route  236  and  spur  road  system,  Chouteau,  Fergus,  and 
Blaine  Counties,  Montana. 

General  Comments 

We  suggest  the  use  of  better  quality  graphic  material  than  that  included 
in  the  draft  statement.   Topographic  maps  (1:24,000)  showing  greater 
detail  of  the  area  involved  are  needed  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  bridge  sites  and  proposed  spur  routes. 

Section  4(f)  Comments 

Based  on  the  information  presented  in  the  draft,  we  do  not  concur  (1)  that 
there  is  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternative  to  the  use  of  Section  4(f) 
lands,  and  (2)  that  all  measures  to  minimize  harm  to  these  lands  have 
been  taken.   The  Section  4(f)  submission  should  be  expanded  to  include 
information  required  by  Appendix  E  of  PPM  90-1. 

Furthermore,  there  is  insufficient  information  for  us  to  evaluate  the 
suitability  of  proposed  alternatives.   The  area  contains  many  histori- 
cal/archeological  resources,  and  construction  of  any  of  the  alternates 
presented  could  have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on  such  resources.   If 
one  of  these  were  selected,  extreme  care  would  have  to  be  exercised 
during  construction  to  avoid  such  sites. 

In  light  of  this,  there  appears  to  be  a  feasible  and  prudent  alternate 
which  is  not  discussed  in  the  draft.   From  information  available,  it 
appears  that  the  bridge  could  be  located  at  or  adjacent  to  the  existing 
Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  site.   Such  an  alternate  would  not  require  the  loss  of 
any  additional  productive  range  or  agricultural  lands.   The  proposal 
would  not  damage  or  infringe  upon  the  Judith  Landing  Recreation  Area 
and  its  intermingled  grove  of  cottonwood  trees  or  any  of  the  known 
archeological  sites  that  are  present  in  the  immediate  vicinity.   The 
Lewis  and  Clark  camp  site  and  the  Indian  Treaty  Council  Site  of  1855 
also  would  not  be  disturbed. 

The  statement  should  clearly  indicate  that  the  Judith  Landing  Recreation 
Area  is  being  developed  under  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  and 
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is,  therefore,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  6(f)  (formerly 
Section  5(f))  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  which  requires 
that  any  change  from  recreational  land  use  must  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.   In  addition,  this  section  of  the  Act  requires 
the  substitution  of  other  properties  of  at  least  fair  market  value 
and  reasonably  equivalent  usefulness  and  location  for  the  recreational 
lands  to  be  taken.   However,  the  letter  from  the  Montana  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  indicates  that  provision  of  such  lands  would  "present 
a  real  problem." 

The  statement  notes  that  the  stretch  of  the  Missouri  River  involved  in 
the  project  is  being  studied  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.   As  the  August  28,  1972  letter  from  the  Bureau 
of  Outdoor  Recreation  points  out,  construction  of  a  bridge  at  the  Judith 
River  site  would  not,  by  itself,  disqualify  this  segment  of  the  river 
from  inclusion  in  the  National  System.   However,  the  letter  goes  on  to 
state  that  other  factors  must  be  considered,  such  as  bridge  design  and 
location,  as  well  as  the  effect  on  the  free-flowing  characteristics  of 
the  river.   The  statement  does  not  recognize  the  potential  impact  on 
wild  river  values  resulting  from  construction  of  both  the  spur  road  and 
proposed  bridge's  piers,  abutments,  shore  embankments  and  other  structures 

Although  the  statement's  4(f)  discussion  contains  a  section  entitled, 
"Measures  to  Minimize  Harm  to  Section  4(f)  Lands",  there  is  no  specific 
information  contained  therein.  We  expect  this  portion  of  the  statement 
to  discuss  the  specific  measures  which  will  be  taken,  as  part  of  the 
project,  to  minimize  impacts  of  the  project  on  Judith  Landing  Recreation 
Area.   However,  we  will  defer  commenting  on  the  measures  to  minimize 
harm  to  Section  4(f)  lands  until  we  are  convinced  that  there  is  no 
feasible  and  prudent  alternative  to  the  present  proposal. 

Environmental  Statement  Comments 

We  believe  the  draft  statement  is  weak  in  several  areas.   Specifically, 
it  fails  to  address  the  environmental  impacts  and  effects  of  the  proposed 
project.  While  it  covers  many  of  the  environmental  resources  of  the 
area  involved,  it  does  not  relate  them  to  the  project.   There  are  several 
sections  where  additional  information  or  further  clarification  is  needed 
to  strengthen  the  draft. 

In  addition,  we  note  that  once  the  bridge  and  spur  road  are  built,  both 
the  Lohse-P.N.  and  tferrsen Ferries  would  be  closed.   Traffic  previously 
spread  between  these  two  areas  would  be  concentrated  at  the  bridge  site, 
and  use  would  occur   year-round.   Such  increased  use  will  likely  require 
the  upgrading  of  FAS  236.   The  environmental  statement  should  be  expanded 
to  discuss  not  only  the  bridge  and  spur  road,  but  also  the  necessary 
improvements  to  FAS  236. 


182 


1.  Description  of  the  Proposed  Project  and  Its  Surroundings 

Although  the  statement  contains  detailed  information  on  the  local 
geology,  archeology,  history,  vegetation,  land  use,  fish  and  wild- 
life, population  and  recreation  resources,  the  physical  description 
of  the  proposed  project  is  most  limited.   There  is  no  discussion 
on  the  bridge's  design,  length,  width,  and  approaches.   Moreover, 
the  proposed  spur  road  project  and  improvements  of  FAS  236  are  not 
discussed.   This  information  is  necessary  for  an  analysis  of  the 
proposed  project's  impact  on  the  environment. 

There  is  no  information  on  the  water  resources  of  the  area.   Because 
the  Missouri  River  is  important  to  the  area  and  the  proposed  project, 
we  believe  the  flow  characteristics  of  the  river  should  be  described. 
The  description  should  include  items  relevant  to  the  proposed  bridge 
such  as:   a)  mean,  high  and  low  streamflows,  b)  effects  of  upstream 
regulation  and  tributary  inflows  on  peak  flows  at  the  bridge  site, 
c)  river  stages  reached  during  floods  and  extreme  stages  caused  by 
ice  jams,  and  d)  the  channel  characteristics  near  the  proposed 
bridge  sites.   Additional  useful  information  would  include  estimates 
of  peak  flows  from  the  tributaries  crossed  by  the  spur  road. 

We  do  not  believe  the  statement  adequately  reflects  existing  data 
on  aboriginal  sites  in  the  area  (Mallory,  Oscar  (1963);  An  Archeo- 
logical  Appraisal  of  the  Missouri  Breaks  Region  in  Montana) . 

2.  Probable  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Project 

The  draft  fails  to  discuss  the  impact  of  the  project  on  resources 
identified  in  Section  I.   This  discussion  should  cover  not  only 
the  environmental  impact  of  the  bridge  crossing,  but  the  proposed 
spur  road  and  any  improvements  to  FAS  236. 

The  statement  should  discuss  the  changes  in  hydraulic  characteristics 
of  flow  caused  by  the  proposed  bridge.   The  discussion  should  include 
expected  velocities  under  the  bridge  and  whether  or  not  the  proposed 
bridge  may  cause  scour  and  fill  and  over-bank  flooding.   Also,  any 
navigational  clearances  required  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  should  be 
related  to  high  and  low  stream  stages  expected  at  the  bridge. 

Stream  bank  erosion  is  cited  as  one  reason  that  the  ferry  can  no 
longer  be  considered  a  viable  alternative.   This  condition  would 
certainly  affect  the  design  of  a  bridge  and  any  approaches.   What 
will  have  to  be  done  to  stabilize  the  stream  bank  above  and  at  the 
site  of  the  proposed  bridge  to  protect  it  and  the  approaches? 
Would  this  protection  require  some  channel  work  upstream?   If  so, 
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could  it  be  designed  to  also  protect  the  historic  P.N.  warehouse 
from  further  bank  erosion?  What  would  be  the  impact  of  riprapping 
and  construction  at  the  bridge  site  and  on  the  channel  downstream? 

There  is  no  discussion  of  the  impact  of  an  improved  road  through 
or  near  the  P.N.  Ranch  headquarters,  a  local  historic  site.   The 
existing  road  passes  between  the  old  residence  and  the  corrals  and 
outbuildings.   Dust  is  now  a  problem  and  with  increased  traffic, 
it  would  worsen  the  situation  if  the  road  were  not  surfaced.   Several 
of  the  proposed  bridge  and  approach  alternatives  propose  to  follow 
the  present  road  alignment  at  this  point  and  the  final  impact  state- 
ment should  address  itself  to  this  question.   Also,  paving  or 
improvement  of  the  road  may  tend  to  increase  the  speed  of  vehicles. 
This  action  could  possibly  create  an  increased  hazard  to  the  people 
and  livestock  utilizing  the  area.   Fencing  the  right-of-way  or 
creating  a  limited  access  roadway  would  separate  the  headquarters 
residence  from  the  outbuildings  and  corrals  creating  an  undesired 
situation. 

The  statement  notes  that  shales  in  the  project  area  are  subject 
to  sliding,  and  indicates  that  remedial  design  and  engineering 
techniques  will  be  necessary.   These  techniques  should  be  discussed, 
and  their  environmental  impacts  described. 

3.  Probable  Adverse  Environmental  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided 

This  section  of  the  draft  recognized  the  probable  adverse  visual 
impact  of  the  bridge  to  the  area's  recreational  activities.   In 
this  respect,  we  should  like  to  express  our  concern  for  the  bridge's 
visual  impact  on  that  stretch  of  the  Missouri  River.  The  suggested 
welded  plate  girder  or  welded  box  girder  bridge  (page  30)  could 
have  an  adverse  aesthetic  effect  in  the  area. 

4.  Alternatives 

We  have  the  following  comments  on  the  proposed  alternative  bridge 
sites: 

Alternative  A,  (page  32) ,  would  require  considerably  more  road 
construction  than  any  of  the  other  discussed  proposals.   There  is 
also  an  excellent  chance  of  destroying  several  historical  and 
archeological  sites  by  disturbing  and  subsequently  occupying  this 
geographical  location.   Some  of  these  sites  include  Fort  Chardon 
and  an  archeological  site  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  and  Camp 
Cooke  on  the  south  side  of  the  watercourse. 
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Alternative  B,  (pages  32-33) ,  would  require  more  road  construction 

than  either  alternatives  C  or  D.   The  approach  on  the  north  bank 

could  cut  off  the  river  island,  possibly  leaving  an  ox-bow  swamp 

at  the  upper  end  of  the  Judith  Landing  Recreation  Area.   There 

also  might  be  the  possibility  of  further  deterioration  or  destruction 

of  ancient  Indian  campgrounds  which  are  also  located  on  the  north 

bank. 

Unless  mitigating  measures  are  taken,  Alternative  C  would  conflict 
with  the  Judith  Landing  Recreation  Area.   The  area  possesses  a  partic- 
ularly attractive  grove  of  Cottonwood  trees  that  has  been  used  as 
a  camping  spot  for  many  years  by  people  floating  or  making  other 
uses  of  the  river. 

Alternative  D,  (pages  33-34),  would  require  crossing  or  channeling 
Dog  Creek  and  the  conversion  or  destruction  of  several  acres  of 
irrigated  land.   The  proposal  may  also  involve  the  destruction  of 
the  1855  Indian  Treaty  Council  Site  and  the  Lewis  and  Clark  camp 
site  of  May  28-29,  1805. 

Another  alternative  not  given  serious  consideration  by  the  Highway 
Department  is  the  "No  Action"  or  "Do-Nothing"  alternative.   The 
present  ferries  are  a  living  example  of  a  past  historical  era. 
The  ferries,  especially  the  Jensen  Ferry,  are  of  a  type  now  very 
rare  in  the  United  States  and  of  more  than  a  passing  interest  to 
many  familiar  with  U.  S.  history  or  the  Missouri  River  in  general „ 

In  addition  to  alternate  bridge  locations,  several  alternatives  have 
been  outlined  for  connecting  the  Blaine  County  road  system  with 
FAS  236.   However,  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  spur  road's  impact 
on  local  geology,  drainage,  vegetation,  wildlife,  recreation,  and 
water  quality  in  the  corridor  involved. 

Alternative  1.   This  route  would  progress  in  a  northeasterly  direction 
up  the  Birch  Creek  drainage.   This  route,  if  selected,  should  be 
kept  as  close  to  the  drainage  bottoms  as  possible  to  prevent  elevating 
the  roadway  so  that  it  would  be  visible  from  the  main  stem  of  the 
Missouri  River  located  a  short  distance  to  the  south.   There  are 
also  large  fossils  (Amonites)  along  the  slopes  of  this  route  that 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  in  the  total  project  layout. 
The  fencing  of  this  proposed  roadway,  if  constructed,  would  not  be 
desirable  at  this  time  because  it  goes  through  an  allotment  on  which 
a  grazing  plan  is  being  proposed  for  implementation  sometime  in 
the  future.   Fencing  alternatives  could  be  examined  at  that  time 
in  light  of  the  proposed  management  alternatives.   Other  problems 
associated  with  this  alternative  are  the  factors  of  some  steep 
grades  and  the  closely  paralleling  problem  of  construction  in 
relatively  unstable  materials. 


185 


Alternative  2.   Our  evaluation  concurs  with  the  Highway  Department 
analysis  that  this  route  would  present  a  visual  intrusion  upon  the 
scenic  aspect  of  the  Missouri  River  environment.   The  proposed  route 
would  be  elevated  and  visible  for  a  considerable  distance  along  the 
north  slopes  of  the  river. 

Alternative  3.   This  proposed  route  would  go  through  an  area  identified 
as  important  mule  deer  and  white-tailed  deer  habitat.   Portions  of 
this  route  would  also  go  through  areas  that  have  been  identified  as 
restricted  from  construction  activities  because  of  highly  unstable 
watershed  conditions  resulting  from  steep  slopes,  minimal  vegetative 
cover,  and  unstable  soils.   Numerous  creek  crossings  would  need 
special  construction  consideration  and  the  exit  from  Black  Coulee, 
east  to  the  Blaine  County  road  system  appears  particularly  difficult. 

This  alternative  location  would  also  probably  become  the  effective 
administrative  boundary  between  two  grazing  allotments.   If  this 
route  is  accepted,  restriction  of  livestock  movements  must  be 
planned  with  both  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  range  users. 
This  would  involve  the  portion  from  the  Chouteau-Blaine  County  line 
to  the  intersection  with  the  Blaine  County  road  system. 

As  presented,  the  probable  economic  amenities  and  the  inconveniences 
of  present  and  future  residents  are  the  only  justifications  for 
constructing  the  spur  road.  We  believe  the  "Do-Nothing"  alternate 
(page  37)  should  be  considered.   This  discussion  should  fully  explore 
the  environmental  impacts  of  not  constructing  a  spur  road. 

As  a  general  concluding  statement  pertaining  to  both  the  proposed 
bridge  and  the  spur  road  alternatives,  the  following  comments  are 
submitted  for  consideration: 

a.  There  is  a  need  for  archeological  and  paleontological  survey 

of  whatever  route  or  bridge  location  is  ultimately  decided  upon, 
if  any.  This  is  essential  in  order  to  determine  impacts  of  the' 
various  alternatives. 

b*  All   alternatives  routes  and  bridge  location  sites  will  require 
additional  inputs  concerning  soil  data  and  any  contemplated 
watershed  impacts. 

c.  The  alternative  routes  or  locations  being  evaluated  should  take 
into  consideration  measures  to  protect  the  affected  aesthetic 
and  historic  sites  of  the  region. 
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5.  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments,  of  Resources 

This  section  should  be  expanded  to  discuss  the  irretrievable  commit- 
ment of  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area  involved.   The  project  and 
related  roads  will  seriously  affect  the  natural  plant-animal  complex 
of  the  area.   New  roads  and  trails  will  likely  radiate  from  the 
bridge  crossing  and  increase  access  to  and  from  this  relatively 
pristine  area.   Such  increased  access  and  related  human  involvement 
would  result  in  considerable  increased  pressures  on  fish  and  wild- 
life.  This  increased  access  and  use  would  result  in  an  irretrievable 
commitment  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  related  wilderness-type  values. 

6.  Minimization  of  Harm 

The  draft  statement  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  section  on 
"Measures  to  Minimize  Harm  to  the  Environment."  If  feasible,  we 
recommend  that  the  bridge  cross  the  river  in  a  single  span,  with 
no  support  piers  in  the  river  channel.   Other  measures  to  reduce 
the  visual  impact  of  the  bridge  should  be  clearly  defined.   Since 
the  proposed  bridge  sites  and  the  corridor  of  the  spur  road  are 
within  significant  historical/archeological,  recreational,  and  wilder- 
ness-type areas,  plans  to  minimize  harm  to  the  environment  should 
be  explained  in  detail. 

The  study,  pursuant  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  now  underway 
by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  envisions  about  four  major 
recreation  use  areas  between  Fort  Benton  and  Ryan  Island.   One  such 
area  would  likely  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Judith  Landing 
Recreation  Area.   In  light  of  this,  the  Highway  Department  should 
give  serious  consideration  to  acquiring  additional  right-of-way 
at  the  bridge  crossing  site,  and  making  this  land  available  for 
outdoor  recreation  purposes.   An  opportunity  also  exists  to  provide 
facilities  x^hich  would  have  not  only  transportation,  but  recreation 
uses.   Turnouts,  pedestrian  access  across  the  bridge,  boat  launching 
ramps,  safety  rest  areas,  landscaping  and  scenic  enhancement, 
camping  facilities,  and  other  multiple  use  projects  should  be  included 
as  part  of  the  project  and  coordinated  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  other 
appropriate  park  and  recreation  agencies. 

Because  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  concern  for  the  Section  4(f) 
aspects  of  the  proposed  project,  we  would  be  willing  to  review  and  comment, 
on  a  technical  assistance  basis,  on  any  subsequent  material  which  may 
be  prepared.   The  field  office  assigned  responsibility  for  this  cooperation 
is  the  Office  of  the  Regional  Director,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
Mid-Continent  Regional  Office,  P.O.  Box  25387,  Denver  Federal  Center, 
Denver,  Colorado  80225. 
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The  final  position  on  the  Section  4(f)  determination  will  be  made 
by  this  office  when  we  are  asked  by  the  Department  of  Transportation 
to  review  the  final  combined  environmental/Section  4(f)  statement. 


Deputy  Assistant 


Secretary  of  the  Interior 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
6th  Avenue  and  Roberts 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


We  have  the  following  comments  concerning  the  questions  raised  by 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the  Secretary. 
Section  4(f)  Comments: 

Involvement  with  section  4(f)  lands  have  been  removed  by 
the  proposed  alternate  "E"  which  has  been  suggested  by  this 
agency  and  others.   The  proposed  alternate  "E"  as  shown  in  the 
exhibits  and  discussed  in  the  text  is  located  at  the  present 
location  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry. 

Additional  information  concerning  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  has  been  incorporated  into  the  statement. 

With  the  acceptance  of  the  proposed  Alternate  "E"  there 
will  be  no  conflict  with  the  section  4(f)  lands  and  the  existing 
section  on  "Measures  to  Minimize  Harm  to  Section  4(f)  Lands" 
has  been  rewritten  accordingly. 
Environmental  Statement  Comments: 

Additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  draft  statement 
to  strengthen  it  in  the  areas  of  environmental  impacts  and  effects. 
Also,  information  is  included  on  how  and  to  what  degree  the  existing 
Secondary  Route  would  have  to  be  improved  and  what  improvements 
would  be  made  to  the  spur  road.  More  detail  has  been  added  as  to 
the  structure  design  and  a  pictorial  rendering  is  presented  on 
the  cover  and  in  the  exhibit  section  as  exhibit  "J" . 

The  statement  did  state,  and  does  state,  that  all  necessary 
requirements  of  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  and  its  requirements 
for  this  portion  of  the  Missouri  River  will  be  followed.   Also, 
during  design  the  Department  of  Highways  and  W.A.S.H.O  Standards 
and  Specifications  will  be  used  for  the  project. 
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The  final  statement  has  been  expanded  greatly  over  the 
draft  to  bring  forth  the  comments  generated  by  this  agency  and 
other  agencies  and  individuals. 

The  "no-build",  formerly  "do-nothing",  section  has  been 
completely  rewritten. 

The  Jensen  (or  Stafford)  Ferry  and  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  are 
the  same  type  and  design.   The  only  difference  in  these  ferries 
is  that  the  Jensen  Ferry  has  a  30  ton  capacity  and  the  Lohse-P.N. 
Ferry  has  a  50  ton  capacity. 

In  the  section  "Minimization  of  Harm1  of  the  D.O.I,  letter 
they  asked  if  it  is  feasible  to  use  a  single  span  structure. 
Attached  to  these  comments  is  a  memorandum  from  the  Bridge 
Design  Section  stating  why  it  is  not  feasible  to  use  such  a 
structure. 
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S.  H.  Comm. — Form  4  A 


INTER-DEPARTMENTAL  MEMORANDUM 


STATE  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  OF  MONTANA 


Tn   Stephen  C.  Kologi,  Supvr. -Preconstruction  Section 
From  Howard  E.  Stratton,  Supvr. -Bridge  Section 


Date  May  29,  1973 

Subject:   RS  68  (6) 

Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


Please  refer  to  Mr.  Skoogs  memorandums  of  April  27,  1973  and  May  24,  1973 
concerning  the  possibility  of  constructing  a  single  span  bridge  on  subject 
project.   Inasmuch  as  the  minimum  length  of  bridge  required  is  approximately 
800',  the  terrain  and  foundation  material  is  not  readily  adaptable  to  a  single 
span  structure  of  this  magnitude,  the  remoteness  of  the  structure  site,  and  the 
relatively  low  projected  traffic  count,  it  would  appear  that  the  additional 
cost  could  not  be  justified. 

When  making  our  previous  estimates  it  was  anticipated  that  we  would  utilize 
either  a  three  span  continuous  welded  plate  girder  with  a  shorter  approach 
span  on  each  end  or  a  four  span  continuous  welded  plate  girder.   The  final 
decision  would  be  dependent  on  the  results  of  the  site  survey  and  the  hydraulic 
requirements.   The  final  configuration  of  the  girder  would  be  dependent  on  the 
required  span  lengths  and  vertical  alignment. 

If  there  are  any  further  questions,  please  advise. 


HES:RND:jl 


Howard  E.  Stratton,  P.E. 
.Supervisor,  Bridge  Section 


Date  Reed.  P;   lonst.ii 


P.         f-'-' 
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Avoid  Verbal  Instructions 


H'JJRY  M-  JACKSON.  WA^H 

ALAN  BIBLE.  NEV. 

''SANK  CHURCH,   IDAHO 

LEE   MCTCALF.    MONT 
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A  copy   of  Senator  Metcalf's  bill   S.1009   is   included   in  Section 
I.C. 6  of   the  statement. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


ADDRESS  REPLY  TO: 

COMMANDER  (met>> 

THIRTEENTH  COASTGUARD  DISTRICT 
,  618  SECOND  AVE. 
,    SEATTLE,  WASH.     96104 


f^-u.':  •  ; 


State  of  Montana  i ""  — 

Department  of  Highways 

Attn:   Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 

Supervisor  -  Preconstruction  Section 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Gentlemen: 


1    t 
:    t     i 

3271 

Ser  mep   216 

15  March  1973 

r 

■     i 

'^IWAY  COftl.VS 

\          WSAK  1  9  1973 

iSSION 

D 

pp.r 


'A 


JJ.^'ITftJ 
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A  review  has  been  made  of  your  DRAFT  EIS  for  Project  RS-68(6),  Bridge  Site 
Study,  Northwest  of  Winifred.   The  following  comments  are  offered: 


*  f 


1.  Every  bridge  is  a  potential  pollution  problem.   During  construction,  the 
heavy  equipment  and  vessels  used  expose  the  waterway  to  an  accidental  or 
negligent  oil  spill.   After  completion,  the  automobile  and  truck  flow  carries 
the  potential  of  lubricating  oil,  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  entering  the  water 
from  mechanical  failure  or  traffic  accident.   It  is  recommended  that  the  final 
design  incorporate  methods  to  prevent  accidental  spills  from  entering  the 
water.   During  construction,  it  is  requested  that  contractors  take  all  means 
practical  to  prevent  any  oil  entering  the  water,  and  that  every  site  where 
fuel,  lubricants,  paints,  vehicle  storage  and  repair  yards  and  like  facilities 
are  located,  have  earth  revetments  constructed  so  that  any  accidental  loss 

of  oil  will  remain  within  the  containment.   Additionally,  oil  cleanup  materials 
should  be  maintained  available  during  the  process  of  construction  work  on  the 
bridge  or  highway. 

2.  A  Coast  Guard  permit  will  be  required,  approving  the  location  and  plans 
of  the  proposed  bridge.   It  will  be  necessary  to  furnish  letter-size  drawings 
of  the  bridge,  showing  the  location,  water  depths,  channels,  navigation 
openings,  ability  to  pass  flood  flows,  high  and  low  water  levels,  and  other 
details,  in  accordance  with  the  "Instruction  to  Bridge  Applicants"  herewith 
enclosed. 

3.  Each  bridge  or  other  crossing  presents  an  interface  between  land  and 
water  transportation.  It  is  believed  the  EIS  should  describe  this  interface 
and  how  the  needs  of  each  mode  of  transportation  are  met.   The  land  vehicle 
needs  are  met  by  an  elevated  structure  over  the  water.   The  marine  needs  are 
met  through  certain  bridge  openings  to  pass  both  the  river  flow  and  the 
vessels.   In  some  instances  a  draw  span  is  provided,  in  which  case  only  one 
mode  can  pass  at  a  given  time,  as  the  automobile,  and  this  mode  is  interrupted 
whenever  the  draw  is  opened  to  pass  a  vessel.   A  discussion  of  the  interface 
and  the  interaction  of  each  mode  of  transportation  on  the  other  mode  would  be 
desirable. 
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4.  Guide  clearances  have  been  established  for  the  Missouri  River  between  Fort 
Peck  Dam  and  Fort  Benton,  Montana,  for  all  fixed  bridges,  as  100  feet  horizontal 
and  20  feet  vertical  above  the  extreme  high* water  of  the  navigation  season.   The 
requirements  at  any  particular  cite  may  vary  from  this,  depending  on  local 
topography  and  conditions,  and  these  dimensions  should  be  viewed  as  a  guide  to 
what  minimum  size  opening  might  eventually  be  approved.   A  Public  Notice  and 
public  procedure  will  be  followed  in  determining  the  adequacy  of  whatever  is 
proposed. 

5.  The  increased  pollution  hazards  and  the  problems  of  a  bridge  loom  large  when 
compared  to  the  traffic  volume  of  35  vehicles  per  day,  or  even  the  1998 
projected  volume  of  120  cars  per  day.   The  "do-nothing"  alternative  has  not  been 
investigated  fully,  and  the  economic  hardship  attributed  to  this  alternative  has 
not  been  documented. 

6.  The  opportunity  for  review  is  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


aptain,  U/  S.  Coast  Guard 
Chief,  Ma/ine  Safety  Division 
By  direction  of  the  District  Commander 


Encl:   (1)  Inst,  to  Appl. 

Copy  to: 
CGHQ(GW) 
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We  have  the  folding  events  concerning  the  questions  raised  hy 
the  United  States  Coast  Guard. 

1.       Ail  available  measures   to  prevent  contaminants  from 
entering  the  river  will  be  included   in  the  design.     The 
contractor  will  be  required   to  abide  by  all  national 
state  and   local  regulations  dealing  with  pollution  control 
and  abatement.      The  Department  of  Highways,   Standard 
Specifications  include  stringent  requirements   that  will  be 
followed  during  construction. 

2.       The  required  Coast  Guard  permit  will  be  applied   for 
during  the  design  stage.     All  necessary  requirements  of 
the  Coast  Guard  will  be  followed. 

3-       The  interface  and   the  interaction  of  the  two  types 
of  transportation  will  blend  well   together.     To  our  know- 
ledge the  required   openings,  vertical  and  horisonatal, 
which  the  Coast  Guard  has  set  for  the  Missouri  River  be- 
tween Fort  Peck  Dam  and  Port  Benton  will  easily  handle 
the  type  of  craft  using  the  river.     These  clearances  will 
allow  both  river  craft  and  vehicle  road   traffic   to  interact 
together  without  interference  to  the  other. 

4.  No  comment. 

5.  The  discussion  of  the  "do-nothing",  now  "no-build" 
alternative  has  been  greatly  expanded.  Also,  a  socio- 
economic section  has  been  developed  and  incorporated  into 
the  statement. 
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Lewistown  News-Argus 


ENTRAL  MONTANA  PUBLISHING 


PhONE  (4C 

P.O.  BOX  WO 
LEWISTOWN,  MONTANA    59457 


March  17,  1973 


Mr.  Don  Anderson 

Montana  Highway  Department 

Helena,  Montana 

Dear  Don: 

The  Missouri  River  "bridge  northwest  of  Winifred  will  mean  a  very 
great  deal  to  all  of  us  in  this  aret  so  we  particularly  appreciate  the 
way  that  you  and  your  people  prepared  for  and  conducted  the  hearing  at 
Winifred. 

Enclosed  is  a  page  1' story  that  we  used  on  March  14. 

Enclosed  also  is  an  editorial  we  are  using  on  March  18. 

We  will  much  appreciate  it  if  you  keep  us  informed  on  any 
developments.  Also,  please  let  us  know  if  there  is  anything  that 
we  can  do  to  help* 

Cordially 
// 
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i-ir.   H.   J  .    .vr.aerson 
Ji  rector*   of  hi  ghwuvs 
Department   of   highways 
Helena,    .wntana      p^uUl 
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Dear  i-ir.   ana er son: 
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It  has  corr.e  to  oar  attention  that  there  is  a  sand 
bar  which  is  forming  across  trie  route  used  by  the  ferry 
north  of  ..i.uifred .   This  sar.a  c.r,  which  must  now  be 
removed  before  the  ferry  can  oe  operated,  will  net  only 
return  for  r.-xt  year,  but  wi.ll  become  worse. 

for  this  reason  we  fear  that  traffic  north  of 
Lewis t ova:  through.  ..'irifred  to  Chouteau  County  and  points 
north  may  veryweil  oe  closed  altogether.   This  makes  our 
request  for  a  bridge  crossing  in  that  area  oven  more 
urgent  than  it  has  been,  in  tue  past. 

dome  suggestion  of  a  rontoon-tvr  e  bridge  for  temporary 
use  has  been   made;  we  would  appreciate  it  if  your  office 
would  investigate  tne  possibility  of  obtaining  such  a 
structure.   It  hj.s   seen  suggested  that  a  surplus  commodity 
oi  tnis  sort  migrit  oe  a.ai±ao.io  from  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  view  of  the  withdrawal  from  Vietnam.   ;,e,  of 
course,  are  not  In  a  i  osition  to  determine  tue  feasibility 
of  such  an  effort;  in  fact,  we  wcaiu  ee  cone  .mod  aoout 


t 1 :  t>  -•  o  c  o . 


ontoon-t 


enure  oecause  o:  the 


navigaule  l--gu±  nature  pi  tne  .-.issouri  itiver. 

Your  attention  to  tnis  matter  is  appreciated  by  this 
community. 
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Cincerely , 


Mii-.ia...   opoja,   Jr. 

President 
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We  have  the  following  comments  concerning  the  question  raised  by 
the  Lewistown  City-County  Planning  Board. 

It  would  not  be  feasible  to  utilize  a  pontoon  bridge  at 
this  location  because  of  the  fluctuating  water  elevation  of 
the  river.  The  ice  conditions  during  the  winter  and  early 
spring  would  also  be  detrimented  to  the  bridge  unless  some 
provision  was  made  for  the  possible  removal  of  it  from  the 
river  during  that  time  of  the  year.  Furthermore,  the  navi- 
gational requirements  of  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  are  such  that 
we  are  very  skeptical  that  they  would  approve  a  proposal  of 
this  nature.  It  appears  that  if  they  did  approve  this  pro- 
posal they  would  insist  on  a  maximum  time  limit  that  it 
would  be  operational.   Therefore,  due  to  the  uncertain  time 
schedule  and  other  factors  noted  above,  it  is  our  recommenda- 
tion that  a  pontoon  bridge  should  not  be  considered. 


199 


r>  K'  f+  «"  3  V   t-  w  % 


M&R19  1973 

i     gagLNV 

£-Urrri  f  1 1 1 1  nrmnTrrnn 


sj  itt,  :t.::t;  id 


;.  !.!-{-■ 


ti^'l-cii:-: 


'•"-i:tif: 


l^^v/yi<^7^ 


fj2~<s,-t 


inujTtm 


?£.  &**C£-       ^CL. 


^ 


6 


200 


[ 

[ 


tZ^rr? 


f'^K^      >/^<Z^C 


&-flX 


<L-<e, 


CtAS^C^>      kZ^&^t"     ^C^y^c^/ 


Ct^  ^SU£^<z>£ 


■^L: 


0?-*S2-J 


201 


[ 


We  have  the  following  comments  to  offer  in  regards  to  the  items 
mentioned  by  Mr.  Joe  J.  Pleskoc. 

We  brought  forth  in  the  body  of  the  statement  the 
structure  will  not  limit  the  rivers  use  as  a  recreational 
waterway  and  the  connecting  road  will  be  constructed  to 
minimize  the  effect  of  mans  use  of  the  area  on  wildlife 
habitat. 
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CITY"  LEWISTOWN 

«/ — - — ■ — ■ — 

312  4TH  AVENUE  SOUTH  LEWISTOWN,   MONTANA   S9457  (406)    538-8768 

ROBERT  L.  DISSLY.  mayor  J- 


v^^f :  ^f 


7  February  1973 


.\0w 


\K2^>^ 


Grover  0.  Powers,  P.E. 

State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Highways 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


DONALD   £.   PEGG 
L.    DON    HUNTER 

FIRST    WARD    ALDERMEN 

SARAH    NEUMANN 
C.  WILBUR  LINDSTRAND 
SECOND    WARD    ALDERMEN 
FRANCIS   J.    BERREP 
ROBERT   H.    GREEN 

THIRD    WARD    ALDERMEN 

FRANK  SIMONFY 

CITY   TREASURER 
ROBERT  C.    BROOKS 

POLICE   JUDGE 

DOROTHEA   M.   ABEL 

CITY   CLERK 
LEONARD    H.    McKINNEY 

CITY    ATTORNEY 
THOMAS  W.   HUFF 

POLICE   CHIEF 
C.   E.   PENTECOST 

FIRE   CHIEF 
LOYD   BOWEN 

SUPT.    OF    OPERATIONS 

MARJORY  J.   KELLER 

WATER    CLERK 

EDWARD   F.    BERGER 

RECREATION    DIRECTOR 
E.   RICHARD   1SERN 

SANITARY    OFFICER 


Received  your  letter  of  February  2,  1973  sent  out  over  the  signature 

of  Donald  D.  Anderson,  subject  RS  68  (6)  Bridge  Site  Study  -  Northwest  • 

of.  Winifred. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  information,   It  is  my  intention  to  attend 
the  Corridor  Public  Hearing  at  Winifred,  Montana  to  be  held  on  March  13, 
1973. 


I  noted  that  in  your  ecological  impact  study  report  and  your  last  two 
letters  you  have  inadvertantly  misspelled  our  name  by  adding  an  "e" 
in  it.  Please  have  your  secretary  correct  your  files  to  read  Dissly, 
it  would'  be  much  appreciated.        •..  .'       ••    .•.-..•• 

Our  city  engineer  is  studying  the  ecology  impact  report  and  we  hope  to 
have  our  comments  for  you  on  this  shortly,  At  first  glance,  I  feel  that 
the  benefits  far  "autw'eigh  any  demerits  this  project  might  have. 

Sincerely, 


CITY-nOF  LEWISTOWN 
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TRANSCRIPT  OF  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  FOR   A 


PROPOSED  BRIDGE  SITE  CROSSING  THE 


MISSOURI  RIVER  NORTHWEST  OF 


WINIFRED,    MONTANA. 


LOHSE-PN.  FERRY  CROSSING    THE  MISSOURI  RIVER 


PREPARED  BY  STATE  OF  MONTANA    DEPARTMENT  OF   HIGHWAYS 


Z05' 


TRANSCRIPT  OF  A  CORRIDOR  PUBLIC  HEARING 
RELATING  TO  THE  LOCATION  OF  ALTERNATE  BRIDGE 
SITES  WITH  APPROACH  ROADS  IN  THE  AREA  OF  THE 
LOHSE  P.N.  FERRY  ON  THE  MISSOURI  RIVER  NORTHWEST  OF  WINIFRED.  MONTANA 


PROJECT:   RS  68  (6) 


HELD  IN  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL  AUDITORIUM 

BIG  SANDY,  MONTANA 
MONDAY,  MARCH  12,  197  3  AT  2:00  P.M. 


Transcript  prepared  by: 

Preconstruction  Division 
Department  of  Highways 
April,  13,  1973 


206 


NOTICE  OF  A  CORRIDOR  PUBLIC  HEARING 

NOTICE  IS  HEREBY  GIVEN  THAT,  in  accordance  with  Section  116  of  the  FEDERAL  AID 
HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1956  and  Policy  and  Procedure  Memorandum  20-8  issued  January  14, 
1969  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  a  Corridor  Public  Hearing  will 
be  held  in  the  High  School  Auditorium  in  Big  Sandy,  Montana  on  Monday,  March  12, 
1973  at  the  hour  of  2:00  p.m.,  and  the  school  auditorium  in  Winifred,  Montana  on 
Tuesday,  March  13,  1973  at  the  hour  of  8:00  p.m.,  relating  to  the  location  of 
alternate  bridge  sites,  with  approach  roads  in  the  area  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry 
on  the  Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.  The  location  of  this 
proposed  project  will  be  in  Chouteau,  Blaine  and  Fergus  counties,  and  will  include 
a  spur  road  on  the  north  side  of  the  Missouri  River  connecting  the  road  from  the 
Jensen  Ferry  site  some  twelve  miles  downstream  and  Montana  Secondary  Highway 
No.  236.  This  spur  road  will  run  somewhat  parallel  to  the  Missouri  River  and 
will  allow  the  closure  of  the  Jensen  Ferry  north  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  report  on  environmental  consider- 
ations, along  with  maps,  drawings  and  other  pertinent  information  relating 
to  this  project,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  and  copying  at  the 
Department  of  Highways  offices  in  Helena,  Havre  and  Lewis town,  Montana.  The 
tentative  schedule  for  right  of  way  acquisition  and  construction,  as  well  as 
relocation  assistance  programs,  will  be  discussed. 

INVITATION  IS  HEREBY  EXTENDED  TO  ALL  INTERESTED  PERSONS  in  the  subject  matter 
of  this  notice  to  attend  said  hearing  and  to  submit  written  briefs  or  verbal 
arguments  either  for  or  against  the  proposition.  Written  statements  will  also 
be  accepted  for  ten  (10)  days  following  the  hearing  by  the  Department  of 
Highways  in  Helena,  Montana.  n 

Dated  this  1st  day  of  February  1973  \  /   /,\  //? 

Project:  RS  68  (6)  M\|^  H^tc^^^^ 

h\j.  ANDERSON 
D^r&e-feef  of  Highways 


The  following  is  a  transcript  of  a  Corridor  Public  Hearing  held  in  the  high 
school  auditorium  in  Big  Sandy,  Montana  on  March  12,  1973  at  the  hour  of  2:00 
p.m.,  relating  to  the  location  of  alternate  bridge  sites,  with  approach  roads 
in  the  area  of  the  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry  on  the  Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred, 
Montana.   The  location  of  this  proposed  project  will  be  in  Chouteau,  Blaine  and 
Fergus  Counties,  and  will  include  a  spur  road  on  the  north  side  of  the  Missouri 
River  connecting  the  road  from  the  Jensen  Ferry  site  some  twelve  miles  downstream 
and  Montana  Secondary  Highway  No.  236.   This  spur  road  will  run  somewhat  parallel 
to  the  Missouri  River  and  will  allow  the  closure  of  the  Jensen  Ferry  north  of 
Winifred,  Montana. 

The  hearing  was  attended  by  the  following  Department  of  Highways  personnel: 

Hazen  Flickinger,  Supervisor-Division  Construction  Section,  Havre 

James  R.  Hein,  Manager-Field  Right  of  Way  Unit,  Great  Falls 

Stephen  C.  Kologi,  Manager-Location  and  Road  Design  Unit,  Helena 

James  Gipe,  Area  Engineer,  Helena 

Carl  A.  Swanson,  EIT  (Engineer  in  Training)  Helena 

Bob  Samson,  Speical  Assignments  Engineer,  Helena 

Don  D.  Anderson,  Manager-Public  Hearings  Unit,  Helena 


TRANSCRIPT 


ANDERSON:       Good  afternoon  ladies  and  gentlemen.   On  behalf  of  your  State 
of  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  I'd  like  to  welcome  you  to 
the  formal  part  of  this  public  hearing  this  afternoon.   We're 
here  to  present  to  you  folks  several  alternate  locations  for  a 
proposed  new  bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  southeast  of 
Big  Sandy  here.   We  had  advertised  this  hearing  as  a  corridor 
or  location  hearing,  however  we  would  be  more  technically  right 
to  call  it  a  feasibility  study  hearing.   We  are  in  the  very  early 
stages  of  this  project,  and  we  are  here  to  present  alternates 
for  your  discussion  and  to  get  your  comments  and  views  of  how 
you  feel  about  this  particular  bridge  site.   We  will  have  two 
presentations,  one  on  the  engineering  concepts  and  one  about 
right  of  way  after  which  we'll  open  it  up  for  any  comments  you 
folks  wish  to  make.   To  begin  with  I'd  like  to  introduce  some 
of  the  highway  personnel  that  are  with  us.   We  have  Mr.  Hazen 
Flickinger,  Supervisor-Division  Construction  Section  from  Havre; 
Mr.  Jim  Hein,  Manager-Field  Right  of  Way  Unit  from  Great  Falls; 
Mr.  Steve  Kologi,  Manager  of  the  Location  and  Road  Design  Unit 
from  Helena;  Mr.  Jim  Gipe,  Area  Engineer  from  Helena;  Mr.  Carl 
Swanson,  EIT  (Engineer  in  Training)  from  Helena.   This  is  Bob 
Samson  on  the  recorder  here,  and  I'm  Don  Anderson,  Manager- 
Public  Hearings  Unit,  both  of  us  from  Helena.   The  particular 
system  that  this  proposed  bridge  site  is  on  at  present  would 
be  the  Secondary  System  and  at  the  present  time,  under  the 
proposed  Highway  Act,  after  July  of  1973  the  financing  on  it 
would  be  approximately  74%  federal  to  26%  state  matching  funds. 
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However  that  is  a  very  tentative  figure,  we  have  not  been  advised 
yet  as  to  when  this  project  will  actually  go  to  contract  or  if 
that  particular  percentage  breakdown  would  still  be  in  affect  at 
that  time.   I  believe  at  this  time  I  will  ask  Mr.  Gipe  to  give 
us  our  engineering  presentation.   If  you  would  Jim. 

GIPE:  Thank  you,  Don.   Ladies  and  gentlemen.   Like  Don  has  said,  this 

is  a  feasibility  study,  we  haven't  got  any  definite  routings  picked 
The  commissioners  of  Blaine,  Chouteau  and  Fergus  Counties  got 
together  and  made  allotments  for  this  program,  this  feasibility 
study.   The  primary  reason  was,  we  have  two  ferry  crossings  now, 
or  in  summer  anyway.   This  main  one  here  at  the  Lohse  Ferry 
crossing)  P.N.  Ranch,  and  one  at  Stafford  or  Jensen  Ferry  cross- 
ing some  15  miles  downstream.  But  now  this  one  due  to  siltation 
of  the  Missouri  and  the  forming  of  another  island  here,  and 
erosions  on  both  banks,  this  ferry  site  eventually  will  have  to 
be  moved  or  something  else  done  to  it.   There  will  either  have 
to  be  some  dredging  or  some  ripraping  on  both  sides,  and  if  you 
have  another  ferry  here  it  will  just  be  a  temporary  stopgap 
regulation  anyway.   So  we  have  under  our  feasibility  study,  we 
have  made,  as  you  see  here  the  various  colors  of  possible  river 
crossings.   At  this  time  the  locations  or  anything  like  that  have 
not  been  authorized  yet,  and  any  of  these  alternates  would  be 
subject  to  some  changing.   Like  with  this  alternate  in  here, 
you  have  to  cross  the  Missouri  River,  cross  the  Judith  River 
and  some  connecting  road.   This  other  alternate  here  would  have 
to  be  a  longer  span  here  or  either  span  the  Missouri  here.   This 
alternate  here  could  spand  the  Missouri  plus  this  area 
here.   The  Fish  and  Game  have  leased  some  6  plus  acreas  here  and 
they  are  using  that  now  for  a  park,  and  we'd  have  to  either  span 
that  or  bypass  it.   And  this  alternate  here,  D  would  mean  some 
out-of-way  travel  plus  another  bridge  across  Dog  Creek  there 
or  there  would  be  some  channel  changing.   So  as  I  said  before 
these  are  all  feasibility  studies.   And  from  our  geology  reports 
and  whatnot  of  the  whole  country  and  area,  slide  conditions  exists. 
What  studies  we  have  made  up  this  way,  you'd  almost  have  to  go 
up  and  use  Reeds  Hill  pretty  much  the  present  alignment  there. 
Also  we  gave  a  little  consideration,  which  is  shown  by  these 
different  colors,  checked  blue,  checked  green  and  what  have  you, 
solid  green.   Those  are  the  other  feasibilities  of  possible 
connecting  roads,  connection  to  the  Blaine  County  road  system 
north  of  Jensen  or  Stafford  Ferry.   But  those  are  just  the 
feasibilities,  there's  nothing  definite  on  those  at  all.   Any 
work  that  would  be  done  here  on  any  road  at  all  from  the  geology 
of  the  area,  if  you  people  are  familiar  with  the  area,  it's  all 
composed  of  several  slides  and  any  cuts  like  that,  say  over  20 
feet  would  tend  to  cause  more  slides.   So  I  think  that's  probably 
why  you  have  to  hold  to  the  present  alignment  pretty  well.   In 
the  course  of  our  study  we've  made  a  Draft  Environmental/ Section  4 
(f )  Statement ,  which  I  imagine  some  of  you  people  are  familiar 
with  or  have  been  sent  copies  of  and  have  read.   We've  had 
several  letters  in  reply  to  this,  there's  people  who  like  to 
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ANDERSON: 


HEIN: 


float  the  river,  scenic  and  wild  river  and  scenic  recreational 
areas 3  they're  not  so  much  in  favor  of  a  bridge  across  here, 
and  more  local  people  definitely  want  the  better  source  of  trans- 
poration.   From  all  our  reports  there's  about  6  thousand  people 
a  year  cross  this  ferry  site  here.  The  4(f)  part  of  it  was  deter- 
mined necessary  because  of  crossing  this  Fish  and  Game  lease  here 
upstream  from  the  present  crossing  of  the  Lohse  Ferry  crossing 
here*   There's  some  6  acreas  right  here  that  the  Fish  and  Game 
have  a  park  in  there  and  some  tables ,  cookout  facilities.   I 
think  that  is  about  all  I  have  to  say  about  it.   Steve  do  you 
have  anything  to  add  to  that? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Gipe.  If  there's  nothing  further  on  the  engineer- 
ing concepts  we'll  go  onto  the  right  of  way  for  this  hearing  this 
afternoon.   If  you  would  Mr.  Hein. 

Thank  you  Jim.   I  wish  to  welcome  everyone  here  to  this  public 
hearing,  it  does  definitely  show  that  everyone  does  hold  a 
vital  interest  on  the  final  locations  or  even  feasibility 
studies  as  to  what  location  the  residence  of  the  community  desire, 
over  another  one.   As  far  as  the  right  of  way  portion  of  this 
program,  all  I  wish  to  do  is  just  to  inform  everyone  here  as  to 
what  our  program  consists  of  when  our  agents  do  enter  in  the 
field  to  acquire  the  right  of  way  for  the  project  that  is  finally 
let  for  contract.   When  we  first  receive  authorization  to  buy 
right  of  way  for  a  particular  project,  I  have  an  appraiser  that 
will  enter  into  the  field  and  contact  the  affected  owners  to 
determine  just  exactly  what  their  operation  consists  of,  and 
they  also  may  inquire  as  to  what  the  price  of  certain  land  was 
that  you  possibly  may  have  acquired  recently.   I  would  ask  that 
when  my  agents  do  enter  in  the  field  to  conduct  the  appraisal 
part  of  the  program,  that  you  do  confide  in  him  and  give  him 
all  the  information  necessary  so  that  he  may  better  attempt  to 
reach  a  firm  market  value  of  your  property.   This  is  the  only 
tool  he  has  to  work  with  and  any  information  that  you  do  give 
him  is  held  in  the  strictest  confidence.   After  the  appraiser 
has  completed  his  appraisal  on  your  property,  I  then  have  one 
of  my   other  agents,  which  is  the  negotiator,  come  out  into 
the  field  and  he  will  again  contact  you,  display  the.  plans  to 
you,  show  you  again  exactly  what  we  contemplate  on  doing,  and 
at  this  time  the  negotiator  gives  you  a  firm  offer  for  the  pro- 
perty which  we  seek  to  acquire  from  you.   Now  I'd  like  to  empha- 
size a  little  bit  on  this  firm  offer.   I  think  possibly  you've 
heard  many  stories  about  the  horse  trading  days  when  they  start 
out  high  or  start  out  low,  the  landowner  starts  high  and  then 
they  come,  into  a  settlement,  well  those  days  are  gone  forever. 
That  is  why  we  have  spent  a  lot  of  manpower,  a  lot  of  money  to 
come  in  with  a  realistic  offer  which  is  the  fair  market  value 
as  of  the  date  we  seek  to  acquire  the  property.   We  don't  try 
to  get  it  for  any  less  or  any  more  than  one  of  your  neighbors 
would  buy  the  property  from  you.   We  do  have  another  program 
which  will  not  be  involved  on  this  particular  project,  and  that's 
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our  Relocation  Assistance.   From  the  studies  that  1  have  read 
from  our  agents  in  the  field,  we  do  not  affect  any  residences, 
any  site  improvements  so  forth,  but  just  as  a  matter  of  infor- 
mation, I  would  like  to  make  you  aware  that  we  do  have  the 
Relocation  Assistance  Program,  and  I  do  have  brochures  up  front 
here  along  with  brochures  covering  our  Right  of  Way  Acquisition 
Program  in  the  State  of  Montana,  which  you  are  welcome  to.   If 
I  have  a  chance  I  wi 1 1  attempt  to  set  some  of  these  out  on  the 
table  out  front  so  that  it  will  make  it  a  little  more  convenient 
for  you  to  pick,  them  up.   There  is  one  other  thing   I  just 
happened  to  think  about  on  the  fencing.   We  do  have  a  new  fenc- 
ing policy  which  somewhat  dictates  that  all  right  of  ways  wilt 
be  fenced.,   This  is  mainly  for  the.  protection  of  the  traveling 
public,  however  in  this  instance  where  so  much  of  this  is  open 
grazing  land,  I  think  what  we8 11  probably  do  is  just  fence  those 
areas  that  are  currently  fenced.   Unless  there  is  a  very  danger- 
ous situation  on  stock,  crossing,  then  we  might  have  to  take 
another  look  at  it.   But  right  now  I  think  we'll  just  fence 
those  areas  that,  presently  are  closed.   I  think  that's  about  it. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Hein, 
ed  to  add  something, 


Mr.  Kologi  had  his  hand  up  there,  he  want- 


KOLOGI : 


Well  I  wasn't  going  to  say  anything,  but  I  will  say  just  a  few 
words.   First,  off  we'd  like  to  apologize  for  taking  so  long  to 
get  here.   When  we  first  started  this  project  it  was  just  about 
a  year  ago,  we  met  with  the  county  commissioners  down  in  Fort 
Benton  and  we  told  them  we'd  have  a  hearing  in  August  or  some 
thing  like  that,  and  August  got  here  and  we  postponed  until 
November,  and  here  it.  is  spring  already.   But  this  thing  really 
developed  into  a  lot  more  than  we  thought  that  it  would  when 
we  first  started „   It  sounded  quite  easy  to  us,  but  the  further 
into  it  we  got,  the  more  complicated  it  became.   Maybe  just  to 
summarize  what  Jim  covered.   In  general  we've  found  that  the 
bridge  site  in  the  area  of  the  Lohse  Ranch  or  the  present  ferry 
is  feasible,  there  shouldn't  be  any  particular  problem  in  build- 
ing that  bridge.   There  are  some  details  to  work  out.   The 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  are  going  to  want  us  to  keep  the 
damage  to  their  park  facilities  to  a  minimum.   We  also  have  to 
watch  out  that  we  don't  start  channel  changing  Dog  Creek,  and 
also  we  want  to  build  the  bridge  so  that  we  have  the  shortest 
bridge  possible.   We  want  to  keep  our  crossing  at  a  narrow  place 
on  the  river.   Also  the  road  approaching  the  proposed  bridge  from 
Big  Sandy  is  in  a  pretty  easy  place  to  build  a  road,  there  shouldn't 
be  any  real  problem  there.   The  road  towards  Winifred  is  a  little 
bit  tougher,  there's  that  bad  hill  to  get  up,  but  as  Jim  pointed 
out,  we  feel  that  if  we  stay  in  the  vicinity  of  the  present 
county  road  and  keep  the  standards  fairly  low,  please  understand 
this  can't  be  any  super  highway,  the  terrain  just  won't  permit 
it,  but  it  can  be.  a  good,  fairly  low  standard,  secondary  highway. 
The  road  into  the  Blaine  County  road  system  is  another  matter. 
That  is  some  real  tough  country,  between  the  bridge  and  the  existing 
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Blaine  County  road  system.   We've  got  a -number  of  alternates 
on  these  boards  here,  and  it's  become  evident  to  us  that  we 
started  out  with  our  sites  to  high,  we're  trying  to  get  to  high 
a  standard  of  road  in  there.   Whatever  is  eventually  built  into 
Blaine  County,  if  something  is  built,  why  it  would  probably  be 
crookeder  and  steeper  than  what  we  started  oat  with.   It  would 
be  just  a  typical  county  road,  more  like  what  you're  used  to. 
Well  I  guess  that's  all  I  had  to  say.   I  wanted  to  summarize 
just  a  little  bit  of  what  Jim  had  mentioned.,   Thank  you. 


ANDERSON: 


Thank  you,  Steve.   One  thing  more  on  these  displays  that  we  have 
up  front,  it.  might  be  confusing  to  some  of  you-,  it's  split,  in 
half  really,  here's  the  middle,  these  two  sections  are.  the  same. 
The  only  difference  is  that  on  this  side  we  show  the  Blaine 
County  road  system,  and  on  this  side  we  show  the  road  coming 
in  from  Winifred „   But  this  area  of  the  bridge  alternates  them- 
selves are  the  same.   Does  that  straighten  you  out  a  little  bit? 
Okay  a  few  brief  words  about  out.  procedures  here  this  afternoon. 
We're  using  microphones  as  you  well  have  noticed,  we  are.  recording 
everything  that  is  being  said.   From  this  recording  we  make 
a  typewritten  transcript  of  all  the  comments  made  here  this 
afternoon  and  this  transcript  is  then  reviewed  by  our  engineers, 
it's  also  furnished  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for 
their  review.   Also,  any  of  you  folks  who  wish  to  have  a  copy 
of  it,  if  you  would  sign  that  pamphlet  in  the  back  there  in  the 
hallway,  give  us  your  name  and  mailing  address,  you'll  be  fur- 
nished one  free  of  charge.   I  might  mention  all  those  who  speak 
will  get  one   automatically,  so  you  don't  have  to  sign  for  that. 
Also  any  of  you  who  do  speak,  we'd  like  to  get  the  spelling  of 
your  name  correct,  so  we  would  ask  that  you  sign  this  pamphlet 
over  here  on  the  front  table.   This  goes  into  this  transcript 
and  we  want  to  get  it  as  correct  as  possible.   With  that  then 
I'll  open  it  up  for  any  questions  or  comments.   Someone,  like 
to  start  out?   Yes  sir. 


ELLIS 


Okay  I'm  Dick  Ellis  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Department,  out  of 
Helena,  speaking  today  on  behalf  of  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission, 
What  I  would  just  like  to  do  is  just  read  a  statement  from  the 
commission,  dated  February  26,  1973.   Whereas  the  Montana  Fish 
and  Game  Commission  has  long  been  concerned  for  and  involved 
in  various  development  and  preservation  programs  associated 
with  the  free  flowing  Missouri  River  and  its  associated  fish 
and  wildlife  communities  and  whereas  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game 
Commission  continues  in  its  conviction  that  the  Missouri  River 
should  be  preserved  for   posterity  in  a  free- flowing  condition 
and  whereas  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  recognizes  the 
need  and  desires  of  people  living  near  the  Missouri  River  for 
a  secure  and  permanent  crossing.   Now  therefore  be  it  resolved, 
that  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  supports  the  bridge 
crossing  of  the  Missouri  River  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
present  Loshe-P.N.  Ferry  and  be  it  further  resolved  that  the 
Montana  Fish  and  Game.  Commission  reserves  judgement  on  the  Spur 
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Road  connecting  the  bridge  site  to  the  Jensen  Ferry  site  until 
detail  studies  concerning  the  Spur's  impact  on  mule  deer  and 
upland  bird  habitat  are  conducted.   And  that  is  the  essence 
of  the  commission's  statement.   I  hope  it  clears  up  our  stand 
ing  on  the  bridge  site,  at  least  as  far  as  the  bridge  goes  I 
feel  that  there's  a  lot  of  local  misunderstanding  as  to  our 
feelings  on  that  bridge.   We  feel  that  there  is  definitely  a 
site  in  this  vicinity  of  the  ferry  where  we  can  fit  in  a  bridge 
with  minimal  impact  on  the  environment  and  the  historic  sights 
there.   Thank  you. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  yous  sir.   Someone  else?   Would  you  step  up  to  the  micro- 
phone i      When  you  come  up  to  the.  microphone  give  us  your  name 
and  who  you  represent,  if  it's  just  yourself  it's  fine.   Go 
ahead . 


SPARKS  i 


ANDERSON ; 
SKAALURE: 


I'm  Edwin  Sparks,  commissioner  from  Elaine  County,  and  I  m  here 
to,  as  of  now  represent  Blaine  County,  the  Blaine  county  govern- 
ment.  We  have  some  knowledge  of  the  possibilities  or  probabil- 
ities of  this  bridge  and  the  connecting  road.   We  are  mostly 
interested,  as  of  now,  in  the  connecting  road,  and  the  possible 
elimination  of  the  south  Blaine  County  ferry,  which  we  cali  the 
McClelland  Ferry.   It  would  depend  much„as  far  as  we're  concerned; 
on  what  monies  or  where  the  monies  would  come  from  to  construct 
the  connecting  road.   If  it  has  to  be  done  with  county  money, 
I'm  suspicious  that  it  will  be  a  long  time  to  build  a  very  good 
road  at  least.   And  of  course  if  we  don't  have  one,  we  would 
continue  to  have  to  operate  our  ferry  and  I  think  that;s  about 
all  I  have  to  say.   Thank  you, 

Thank  you. 

For  the  record  I'm  Dale  Skaalure,  commissioner  from  northern 
Chouteau  County  and  I  hope  representative  of  most  of  these 
people.   I  think  that  when  we  talk  about  a  feasibility  study 
here,  we've  got  to  talk  about  a  lot  of  things  that  are  involved 
and  kind  of  get  a  birds-eye  view  of  what,  some  of  those  people 
on  the  scene  see,  and  know  about  the  thing.   Over  the  past, 
since  I've  been  commissioner,  I  think  that  we  have  averaged 
pretty  close  to  6,000  people  per  year  crossing  this  ferry. 
Last  year  we  had  kind  of  a  bulge   in  the  situation,  we  had 
7,000  people  cross  and  one  of  the  reason's  for  it  is  we  had 
two  or  three  buses  or  more  go  across,  so  that  when  you  get  ^0 
or  50  people  in  one  shot,  it  adds  up  pretty  fast,   I  think  we- 
al 1  know,  those  of  us  who  have  traveled  this  route,  chat  we 
are  subject  to  the  whims  of  the  river  and  we're  also  subject 
to  the  whims  of  the  power  people  down  in  Great  Falls,  because 
the  river  wi  11  fluctuate  as  much  as  two  feet  in  one  day.   So  if 
you're,  going  to  cross  the  river  sometimes,  you  have  to  go  down 
there  in  the  morning  when  the  river  is  up,  because  the  sand  bar 
will  catch  you  later  on  and  I  think  with  the  present  moisture 
situation  we  have,  that,  it's  almost  going  co  be  useless  to  put 
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the  ferry  in  this  spring  the  way  it  looks,  because  the  river  is 

pretty  Low.   This  sand  bar  is  getting  to  be  a  meaner  and  meaner 

proposition  as  time  goes  by  as  has  been  mentioned  where  the  Judith 

and  the  Missouri  comes  together  with  this  island  setting  into 

it,  it  seems  like  we  keep  peeling  off  a  little  more  sand  and 

building  this  thing  up.   Two  years  ago,  we  blew  about  a  case 

and  a  half  of  dynamite  in  there  trying  to  eliminate  this  sand 

bar,  and  I  think  it  worked  for  about  ten  days  and  then  the  thing 

filled  in  again.   So  this  is  kind  of  an  experiment  in  the  water 

dredging  that  we  conducted  and  I  don ' t  think  it  paid  off  too  good. 

But  when  you  get  a  little  pressure  on  sometimes,  you  try  and  do 

the  impossible.   Another  thing  about  this  ferry  situation,  the 

law  or  the  sign  says  20  tons,  we  are  very  reluctant  to  take  20 

tons  across  that  ferry  because  it  draws  an  awful  lot  of  water 

and  we  feel  a  lot  safer  with  15.   So  it's  a  little  bit  misleading, 

I  think  it's  a  little  bit  limiting  when  you  have  a  ferry  to  cross  with 

some  of  the  loads  we've  got  nowadays,  loads  of  hay,  loads  of 

cattle,  semi's  and  this  kind  of  thing.   Another  thing  about  the 

matter  of  having  a  ferry,  we  put  up  a  sign  out  here  when  the 

ferry  is  impassible,  it  says  "Ferry  Out,"  and  every  once  in 

awhile  somebody  ends  up  down  at  the  ferry  and  the  ferry's  not 

working  so  they  made  a  trip  45  miles  one  way  and  45  miles  back 

for  nothing.   So  this  kind  of  gets  discouraging.   Then  we  get 

some  static,  why  didn't  you  tell  us  about  it,  well  people  should 

also  call  up  once  in  awhile,  but  they  don't  read  the  signs  always 

either.   I  think  that  it's  interesting  to  note  that  the  three 

commissioner  bodies  got  their  heads  together  and  agreed  to  help 

finance  this  study  along  with  federal  funds.   Those  of  us  in 

commissioner  business  know  sometimes  it's  a  little  difficult 

to  get  nine  heads  all  together  at  one  time  and  to  cooperate 

in  a  matter  like  this.   I  think  also,  those  of  you  who  have 

looked  at  this  thing  and  thought  about  it  a  little  bit,  you 

look  at  the  map  of  roads  across  Montana,  you  will  see  a  big  gap 

in  this  area  where  we  happen  to  be  setting.   I  think  that  this 

proposed  bridge  would  be  about  in  the  middle  of  the  two  bridges 

we  now  have  existing,  and  I  think  this  provides  a  real  asset 

to  north  and  south  traffic  from  our  Hi-Line  area  up  here,  and 

as  you  all  know  Route  236  which  is  the  road  going  south  of  Big 

Sandy  has  been  in  existance  for  some  20  odd  years  and  is  an  effort 

to  divert  some  of  this  traffic  and  shorten  it  up.   We  also  feel 

that  the  installation  of  a  bridge  would  make  for  more  of  an  all 

weather  traffic  pattern  across  our  area  here  from  the  Hi-Line 

into  Lewistown  and  into  the  points  south.   Here  a  few  years  ago 

we  met  with  the  Rudyard  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  some  others  that 

were  interested  in  moving  barley  into  the  Yellowstone  Valley 

because  there  was  a  lot  of  feeders  down  there,  they  had  a  lot 

of  barley  and  this  was  a  good  short  route  for  them  and  it  looked 

like  it  made  a  lot  of  sense  to  try  and  promote  a  bridge  in  that 

area.   We've  got  another  problem  down  at  the  river.   I  don't 

know  how  many  of  you  have  been  to  this  Fish  and  Game  park  that 

the.  gentleman  spoke  of,  but  here  about  two  years  ago  he  lost 

between  six  and  ten  feet  off  of  that  river  bank  and  if  something 
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isn't  done,  he's  going  to  loss  more  of  his  park.   We  had  a  few 
big  boulders  we  threw  m   there  to  try  and  stop  some  of  this 
thing  and  we  covered  up  where  one  of  Warren  Howey ! s  cows  went 
through  it  too.   So  this  is  a  problem  and  it  also  contributes 
to  some  of  the  sediment  that's  building  up  in  that  area.   We  have 
contacted  the  corps  of  engineers  in  regard  to  this  river  bank 
stuffing  off  and  they  have  been  down  and  looked  at.  it  about  three 
different  times }   but  they  claim  that  we  have,  to  dig  up  a  bunch 
of  money  and  we  don't  see  where  we  can  dig  up  the  kind  of  money 
it  takes  to  do  this  thing.   They  have  worked  with  bridge  abate- 
ment and  some  other  areas,  but  they  don't  seem  to  find  the  way 
to  get  to  help  us  on  this  thing.   I  feel  that  maybe  if  this 
bridge  was  in,  depending  on  where  it  went  in  and  with  the  approaches 
and  the  type  of  riprap  and  abutments  maybe  this  would  help 
stablize  part  of  that  area.   And  then  I  think  if  you  have  read 
the  yellow  book,  this  was  alluded  to  by  Steve  here,  one  of  the 
engineers >  this  road  connecting  Blaine  and  Chouteau  Counties,  I 
don't  think  that  we  can  build  any  kind  of  a  fancy  road  there, 
this  is  going  to  be  a  typical  mountainous  kind  of  country  road 
and  some  of  the  grades  are  going  to  exceed  what  the  state  highway 
would  recommend  and  we're  going  to  try  and  do  a  minimum  of  dirt 
work.   But  I  believe  that  we  could  go  in  there  and  make  quite 
a  bit  better  road  and  serve  the  needs  of  those  people  who  are 
hauling  cattle  with  two  ton  trucks  and  stuff  through  that  area. 
I  personally  don't  see  where  this  bridge  would  detract  from  the 
floaters  and  those  people  who  are  recreational ly  minded  coming 
down  the  river,  we  happen  to  know  that  we.  take  an  awful  lot  of 
people  out  of  the  river  at  the  P.N.  Ferry.   This  has  been  one 
of  our  ferryman's  headaches,   it  seems  like  they  want  to  put 
their  boats  in  the  river  or  take  their  boats  out  of  the  river 
and  we've  had  traffic  backed  up  for  15  or  20  cars  deep  and  once 
they  get  in  the  drivers  seat,  they  don't  budge  very  good.   Our 
ferryman  was  pulling  his  hair  out.  one  day  and  wanting  me  to  pull 
some  too,  but  it  gets  kind  of  tough  to  do  much  with  these  people 
at  some  of  these  odd  times .   Another  thing  about  this  matter  cf 
people  getting  in  there,  it  seems  like  we  get  the  country  plum 
full  of  hunters s  I  think  it  ought  to  be  just  as  available  to 
the  people  that  want  to  cross  with  their  cars  going  to  and  from 
Lewistown  and  the  trucks.   And  then  of  course  we  get  into  the 
matter  of  funding  this  project,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
ahead  of  the  game  if  we  can  get  this  thing  studied  out,  see  what 
the  feasibility  is,  so  that  should  a  time  come  along  where  they 
need  some  federal  employment  where  they  want  to  spend  some  money 
for  a  good  cause.,  we've  got  the  show  on  the  road,  and  all  they've 
'got  to  do  is  take  ahold  of  it  and  go  with  it.   Here  a  few  years 
back,  I  don't  know,  I  think  it  was  1961  maybe,  Chouteau  County 
built  a  bridge  at  Fort  Benton.   This  was  matched  with  federal 
funds,  but  it  was  also  matched  by  the  taxpayers  dollars  in 
Chouteau  County  to  the  tune  of  about  six  hundred  and  some  thou- 
sand dollars.   So  I  don't  feel  that  Chouteau  County  has  taken 
advantage,  of  any  particular  bunch  of  taxpayers.   We  have  paid 
our  way  on  this  particular  thing  and  I  think  that  if  there  s  a 
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time  to  stand  up  and  get  a  part  of  something,  this  is  one  time 
where  Chouteau  County  should  be  eligible  because  we  have  done 
our  part  in  the  past.   Thank  you. 


ANDERSON: 


Thank  you  Commissioner.   I  might  mention  thar  if  any  of  you  have 
written  statements  that  you  would  like  to  submit  at  this  time, 
we'll  accept  those.   If  you  want  them  read  into  the  record,  go 
right  ahead  this  is  fine.   Also  we'll  accept  written  statements 
for  the  next  ten  (10)  days  if  you  would  send  these  written  state- 
ments into  the  Department  of  Highways,  Public  Hearings  Unit, 
Helena,  Montana.   These  written  statements  will  be  attached  to 
the  transcript  and  given  review  along  with  all  the  testimony 
here  this  afternoon.   So  do  we  have  someone  else  now  that  would 
like  to  testify?   Yes,  come  up. 


BLAZEK: 


My  name  is  Ed  Blazek.   I  have  a  combination  grain  and  iivestock 
operation  some  30  miles  south  of  here  bordering  that  section  of 
the  Missouri  River  that,  is  so  fondly  referred  to  now  in  House 
Bill  133  as  the  Wild  Waterway  between  Haystack  Butte  and  Dead- 
man  Rapids.   All  my  life  we  have  felt  that  the  area  was  isolated, 
a  rather  captive  area,  so  some  30  years  ago  we  organized  what 
we  then  called  a  Hopp-Cooker  Road  Committee,  of  which  I  was  a 
member,  we  met  with  the  highway  commission  in  regards  to  attempt- 
ing to  get  a  bridge  established  at  this  now  proposed  site.   Instead 
of  the  bridge  being  built  here,  it  was  the  Fred  Robinson  Bridge 
that  was  built.   As  was  mentioned  here  earlier  up  until  that 
time  there  was  no  connector  between  the  north  and  south  area, 
between  the  Billings  distribution  area,  and  now  of  course  the 
Fred  Robinson  Bridge  has  taken  care  of  a  lot  of  that.   But  we've 
always  felt  that  the  proposed  site  is  more  or  less  of  a  natural 
thing.   This  was  an  important  roadway  in  the  early  days  when 
the  only  mode  of  transportation  was  horseback  and  horses  and 
you  fellows  that  know  livestock  know  that  these  trails,  the 
cow  trails  were  developed  where  the  going  was  easiest,  where 
the  road  was  the  shortest.   In  other  words,  I'm  saying  that 
this  is  a  natural,  this  is  a  natural  site,  this  is  something 
in  our  estimation  should  have  been  done  a  iong  time  ago.   Billings 
being  the  distribution  area  that  it  is,  this  will  certainly 
help  out.   And  then  too,  there  are  so  many  large  feed  lots 
over  there  that  are  using  grains  that  are  produced  in  this  area, 
and  of  course  that's  something  that  just  can't  be  handled  at 
all  on  a  ferry.   I  work  summers  and  falls  as  a  feeder  calf  repre- 
sentative working  the  Lewistown,  Winnett  and  Jordan  areas,  so 
I  cross  that  ferry  quite  a  lot.   It  is  such  that  in  order  to 
be  safe  to  get  across  you  just  about  have  to  make  a  call  down 
in  there  before  you  start  out.   I  made  a  mistake,  one  evening 
and  didn't,  I  got  to  the  site  at  9:30,  found  the  ferry  stranded 
out  in  the  middle  of  the  river,  forty-five  miles  back  to  Big 
Sandy  to  Fort  Benton,  to  Getaldine,  to  Stanford.   So  instead 
of  Lewistown  at  10:30  in  the  evening,  it  was  Lewistown  at  2:30 
in  the  morning.   Really  summing  this  thing  up,  we  need  and  want 
a  year  long  crossing,  we  need  and  want  a  dependable  crossing. 
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we  need  and  want  a  crossing  on  which  you  can  handle  farm  produce, 
to  take  advantage  of  market  conditions  and  whatever.  The  bridge 
is  the  only  means  of  providing  it,  so  we  would  certainly  ask 
that  the  proposed  bridge  be  constructed  as  soon  as  feasible. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you,  sir, 
Go  ahead. 


Someone  else  have  any  comments,  pro  or  con, 


SKAALURE: 


ANDERSON ; 
RUTLEDGE: 


ANDERSON: 
STALLCOP: 


Don,  I  might  make  a  further  comment,  Skaalure  for  the  record. 
I  think  we  have  a  real  good  road,  Route  236  down  to  the  ferry, 
it's  a  very  feasible  road  to  build  and  maintain  and  your  snow 
problems  are  minimum.   In  talking  to  the  Fergus  County  Commissioners 
they  assured  me  that  if  this  thing  showed  any  sign  of  a  possibil- 
ity that  they  were  going  to  concentrate  some  of  their  secondary 
money  and  road  building  funds  into  that  area  just  south  of  the 
P.N.  crossing  going  towards  Winifred.   As  you  know  they've  got 
black  top  up  to  Winifred,  and  it's  a  matter  of  about  20  some 
miles  from  Winifred  to  the  ferry  that  seems  to  be  our  problem 
at  the  present.   But,  like  they  say,  any  road  is  no  better  than 
its  weakest  link,  and  I  think  right  now  our  ferry  is  the  weakest 
link  in  this  road  proposition.   In  the  past  six  years,  I'm  sure 
that  the  traffic  on  the  road  from  Fort  Benton  to  Lewistown  has 
more  than  doubled  and  I  think  that  these  roads  are  going  to  have 
to  have  some  kind  of  relief  in  diverting  traffic.   I'm  sure 
that  if  you  look  at  these  maps  of  the  amount  of  traffic  that 
the  various  roads  are  carrying,  there's  a  tremendous  amount  of 
traffic  on  No.  2,  in  going  to  Great  Falls  and  towards  Lewistown 
and  some  of  this  stuff  is  coming  across  from  the  north  end  and 
I  think  that  we  would  divert  an  awful  lot  of  that  on  this  road. 
If  we  can  have  less  traffic,  I  think  this  means  our  roads  are 
going  to  be  a  little  safer  and  a  little  easier  to  take  care  of. 
Thank  you. 

Thank  you  again.   Someone  else? 

I'm  Lester  Rutledge,  and  I  was  right  in  the  midst  of  this  bridge 
for  many  years,  and  I  thought  that  we  had  this  bridge  paid  and 
bought,  to  be  delivered  there,  but  between  some  conniving  and 
I  find  too,  that  if  you  go  against  the  establishment  you  get 
your  head  cut  off,  so  I  went  that  way.   But  I'd  like  to  affirm 
what  Ed  Blazek  said,  he  was  helping  on  it,  and  I'd  like  to 
affirm  what  our  commissioner  Dale  Skaalure  said,  and  the  bridge 
would  be  an  economical  help  to  all  the  farmers  that  are  raising 
feed  to  move  into  the  Yellowstone  River  because  there  is  going 
to  be  more  cattle  there,  they're  going  to  have  more  cattle  every- 
where with  less  wheat,  because  wheat  is  the  minor  part  of  your 
diet.   So  I  firmly  say  let's  have  the  bridge  the  quicker  the 
better.   Thank  you. 

Thank  you.   The  gentleman  over  here. 

Emmett  A.  Stallcop  from  Havre,  Montana.   I  was  asked  by  Mayor 


217 


ANDERSON: 
KOLOGI : 


Good  of  Che  administration  of  the  city  of  Havre  to  speak  on 
his  behalf j  and  on  behalf  of  the  administration  of  the  city  in 
support  of  this  bridge.   We  see  that  there  are  many  advantages 
to  be  gained  from  it,  not  only  from  the  farmers  and  ranchers 9 
but  even  from  the  more  far  removed  towns  and  communities.   The 
increase  in  transportation  and  travel  back  and  forth  in  tourist 
travels  it'll  be  a  general  boost  to  the  whole  area  and  we  cer- 
tainly support  it.   Now  speaking  on  behalf  of  myself ,  1  don't 
think  there  is  anybody  that  enjoys  float-boating  on  the  Missouri 
more  than  I  do.   I  have  floated  the  river  many  many  times  over 
the  last  16  or  17  years  at  least ,  and  personally  I  can't  see 
how  a  bridge  in  the  area  of  the  P.N.  Lohse  Ferry  would  in  any- 
way destroy  or  damage  f loat-boating  on  the  river „   There's  noth- 
ing there  that  would  not  be  in  anyway  affected 9  that  would  ad- 
versely affect  the  boating  on  the  river.  In  fact  it  would  prob= 
ably  improve  things  in  that  immediate  area,  for  the  one  thing 
that  was  mentioned  by  the  commissioner  on  the  boats  trying  to 
get  out  of  the  river  at  the  P.N.  Ferry.   It  would  be  a  benefit 
if  there  was  a  bridge  so  that  there  didn't  have  to  be  a  tie  up* 
of  automobiles  that  happen  to  get  there  at  the  same  time,  un 
fortunately  at  the  same  time  a  bunch  of  boaters  got  there  that 
wanted  out.   It's  a  poor  situation  to  get  boats  in  and  out  at 
that  point  if  there  happens  to  be  a  lot  of  traffic  on  the  high- 
way at  the  time.   And  a  bridge  would  certainly  alleviate  that 
without  in  anyway  detracting  from  the  view  to  be  had  from  the. 
river.   Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  sir.   Yes  Steve 9  you  had  something  over  here. 

Just  sitting  here  I  had  a  few  more  thoughts.   There's  been 
mention  made  of  the  erosion  on  those,  banks  just  upstream  from 
the  present  ferry  and  along  there  by  the  campground.   Now  as 
a  part  of  our  bridge  project  assuming  that  we  did  put  in  a 
bridge,  we  would  try  to  do  something  with  those  banks  to  stabi- 
lize them9  because  we  just  couldn't  tolerate  putting  a  new 
bridge  in  there  and  then  having  the  approaches  wash  out.   So 
we  would  have  to  do  something  to  help  stabi 1 ize  those  banks  and 
try  and  control  it.   While  sitting  here  before  the  hearing  visit- 
ing with  Mr.  Rut  ledge  5  he  mentioned  that  in  the  years  past  when 
there  was  talk  of  a  bridge  here  and  they  had  been  pushing  for 
it  at  that  time  on  the  Winifred  side,  they  were  looking  at  the 
road  towards  Winifred  which  would  go  right  up  Dog  Creek  towards 
Winifred  5  rather  than  going  on  up  che  Judith  and  then  climb 
that  steep  hill.   Well  we  really  haven't  looked  very  seriously 
at  going  up  Dog  Creek.   Now  we  might  hear  more  about  that  to- 
morrow night  in  Winifred,  I  don't  know,  but  our  basic  reason 
for  staying  away  from  Dog  Creek  was  that  it  sashays  back  and 
forth  from  one  side  of  that  canyon  to  the  other,  so  we  felt 
we'd  have  trouble  with  the  creek,  we'd  either  be  crossing  it 
a  lot  of  times  or  else  channel  changing  it.   Also,  we  didn't 
feel  that  it  would  serve  as  much,  that  a  road  generally  follow- 
ing the  present  road  would  serve  more  people,   but  here  again 
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we  might  be  wrong  and  if  there  are  people,  particularly  on  tne 
Winifred  side  that  want  us  to  look  closer  at  a  road  up  Dog  Creek 
we'll  do  that o   I  might  mention  a  little  bit  that  hasn't  been 
mentioned o   We  put  out  this  environmental  statement,  this  is 
something  that  is  required  by  both  state  and  federal  laws,   All 
the  comments  we've  got  back  from  Montana  have  been  favorab.e , 
I  don't  think,  we've  got  a  thing  back  from  anybody  in  Montana 
being  against  this  project*   But  we  have  got  comments  from  Denver, 
from  Arizona,  New  Mexico  or  Nevada  someplace  like  chat,  I  don't 
even  remember  where,  but,  it's  surprising  there  are  groups  from 
out-of-state  that  are  against  this  bridge.   Why  they  would  even 
be  concerned,  it's  hard  to  say,  but  they  say,  well  they  floated 
this  river  and  somebody  even  made  the  comment  that  putting  a 
bridge  in  this  section  of  wild  river  would  be  like  cutting  "he 
Mona  Lisa  in  half*   So  I  just  thought  you  would  get  a  kick  out 
of  that. 


ANDERSON 
HALTER. 


Thank  you  Steve. 

My  name  is  Jerry  Halter  and  I  live  right  in  the  area  of  the 
bridge.   It  kind  of  gets  me  that  people  from  out  of  state  would 
try  and  dictate,  they're  only  here  in  the  summertime  and  I" 11 
guarantee  you  there's  been  none  come  down  the  river  in  the  last 
four  months. 


ANDERSON: 


I'll  mention  again,  we  have  a  pamphlet  over  here  for  those  who 
speak,  would  you  please  sign  it.   We  want  to  get  the  spelling 
of  your  name  correct  in  the  transcript.   Yes  commissioner,  go 
ahead. 


SKAALURE: 


Pretty  soon  you'll  think  my  name  is  Johnny- Jump- Up  instead  of 
something  else.   But  when  the  gentleman  was  talking  about  the 
ferry,  it  reminded  me  of  one  of  our  problems,  I  done  know  how 
I  forgot  it.   You  may  not  be  aware  of  it  but  this  ferry  cable, 
the  power  cable,  is  down  there  about,  oh,  anywhere  from  in  the 
water  to  about  five  feet  above  the  water,  and  this  thing  is  present 
all  the  time  when  the  ferry  is  in  operation.   So  we  get  a  lot 
of  people  coming  down  the  river  and  some  of  them  aren't  watch- 
ing where  they're  going  and  some  of  them  don't  think  that  that 
cable  is  there  and  so,  lo  and  behold  they  run  into  this  thing. 
We've  had  one  lady  about  knocked  out,  they  brought  her  to  shore 
and  she  finally  got  her  breath  back.   We  had  one  fellow  I  under- 
stand  lost  a  rifle  or  a  shotgun  in  the  river,  caught  him  off 
balance  and  he  saved  himself  but  lose  his  gun,  and  he  was  going 
to  threaten  the.  county  to  pay  for  his  gun.   We've  had  a  couple 
of  people,  get  their  heads  cut  and  this  last  issue,  I  had  a  letter 
from  the  corps  of  engineers,  which  was  relayed  to  me  from  a 
gentleman  in  an  area  of  the  state  reminding  me  of  what  we  had 
to  do  with  this  ferry,  that  we.  couldn't  have  that  ferry  in  the 
water  without  that  cable  being  ten  feet  above  the  water.   Well 
I  don't  know  how  many  of  you  are  familiar  with  this  ferry  and 
this  cable,  but  it's  a  physical  impossibility  to  get  thar  ten 
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GIPE: 


ANDERSON 


ELLIS: 


feet  above  the  water.   And  then  nf  on„r-o«    i 

keeping  this  cable  tight,  ,tei   '"     -"keying  with 

gees  down  a  feet  and  the  river  goes  „P  "f"°"'  c°  ?™ 

does  to  a  ehunk  of  table  that's  725  fee?  ,"„■>     ^UeSS,what  this 

those  physieai  things  that  we  Lll^Tr^l^VlXT^ 

trying  to  figure  out  some  kind  of  a  patent   t-M«H«   u 

be  we  ought  to  put  s„.e  buoys  out  in^he"  fv  r  th  re  £%?'' 

sand  bar  that  will  diggle  the  dong  a  little  bit   but   L 

a  problem.   There's  a  lot  of  traffic  on  thi,  th'        ,  " 

floating  down  in  canoes  and  beat! *£,  „h    h   scenic"? ^er^ 

high  Lough  wherebth?r:hinhrcr:  o^of^  ^of  £  ferry 
that  they  can  get  underneath  it   But  „,ii-h  n,  •  y 

where  it  talks  about  sovereign  lmmun"  or  ack  of" =°nSCitUtl° a 
immunity,  why  we  can  just  see  the  woods    I     shy  ^   lZ 
and  people  with  problems  in  regards  to  our  power  cable  ^7 
It      ,1^V6ry  real  Pr°blera  for  us  °"  a"  of  our  ferric   but 

scLic^iver1  Eft  House^Bill^asX  th"86  M'\™"onal 

i  '  oiii    ijj   in   this   area    that   we  '  rp    taMr 

ing  about   would  be  a   recreation   araa        u  •    u  ■■  talk- 

,  ,  *♦    ieLr^tion  area  9   which   in   turn     a    Kv-,^ 

structure        Another   thing   that  might   be  mentioned   is    that      o 
conform  wrth  Coast   Guard   regulations,   we'd   have   to  have        the 
and   ?   "dehflUOU  d  ?"Ve   £°  be  "    least    20   f~t   above   high  water 
£   ecJ^retcettrron'the  i™  '**   C^   —   **~   *«■ 

Lr?nhforLkti::  rsrfe  ss  ^r^  A\:trtLr 

fd  ^r ifX-vVh-en1  -i -a 'or  £  ^ 

f  anvbodvehaaSt  ^  £°r  the  ^^   "  I'»  a°<  mistaken 
It  anybody  has  any  information  on  it  we'd  aoDrecinre  if  ,f 

eaTin1sanyAdeffnitbe  ">"»""«*  ">"  ta^^e'c"  '  oV  hcl" 

Hearings.   Any  further  testimony.   Yes  sir. 

I  can  tell  you  just  a  little  bit  about  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  bill  that  is  more  or  less  pending   The 

th^ini  ?8  "^^  t0  be  incl«ded  and  the  boundaries 

the  total  acreage  on  either  side  of  the  river.   Three  different 
alternatives  and  these  alternatives  following  the  hearing ^iU 
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be  presented  to  a  committee  in  Washington,  they  will  resolve 
which  of  these  alternatives  is  best  and  then  it  will  be  written 
up  in  the  form  of  a  bill  and  submitted  to  Congress  and  that,  as 
I  understand  it  is  where  it  is  now.   Really  no  committments  and 
no  definite  stand  yet  on  the  Wild  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you.   1  appreciate  that 
man  right  here. 


Any  further  comments?   Gentle- 


HYATT : 


My  name  is  N.  J.  Hyatt  from  Havre.   I'm  the  president  of  Highway 
Two  Association.   It  is  our  concern  always  that  anything  that 
is  done  for  the  betterment  of  all  the  people  is  the  thing  that 
we're  behind.   And  this  group  of  people  here  today  have  signi- 
fied one  thing  to  me,  that  this  road  is  a  very  vital  road  to 
be  used  at  all  times,  and  in  order  to  get  across  the  river  365 
days  out  of  the  year,  you  must  have  your  bridge.   I  can  assure 
you  that  we  in  the  Highway  Two  Association  will  do  everything 
we  can  to  give  you  any  help  and  if  we  have  any  questions  what- 
soever  with  the  state  highway,  which  we  don't,  we'll  still  be 
working  in  there  for  you.   Also  the  people  in  Havre  are  very 
concerned  about  you  people  having  a  thorough  road  that  you  can 
use  365  days  out  of  the  year.   We're  for  the  betterment  of  all 
people  concerned.   I've  been  selfish  in  the  past,  I  was  one  of 
the  people  that  wanted  the  dam,  matter  of  fact,  on  the  way  down 
here  today  I  was  still  thinking  about  a  dam.   But  I've  had  my 
turnabout  today  and  I  don't  mind  admitting  it.   And  I  think 
getting  together  like  you  people  have  here,  the  voices  that 
are  willing  to  get  up  and  speak  for  the  betterment  of  your  road, 
your  bridge.   I'm  of  the  opinion  that  you  deserve  it.   Everybody 
that  had  the  chance  to  drive  to  the  wildlands  of  the  Missouri 
will  like  you  for  doing  it,  and  I  again  say  on  behalf  of  Highway 
Two  Association,  I  hope  that  you  are  able  to  get  it. 


ANDERSON : 
EBAUGH : 


Thank  you  sir.   Further  comments? 

My  name  is  Harold  Ebaugh,  I'm  also  from  Havre.   I'm  general 
manager  of  both  Hill  County  Electric  Co-operative  and  Triangle 
Telephone.   I'll  speak  first  on  their  behalf  and  then  I'll  speak 
on  my  own.   First  of  all  we  have  power  lines  and  telephone  lines 
on  both  sides  of  the  river  and  obviously  we  are  very  very  con- 
cerned about  getting  across  for  maintenance  and  operation.   We 
serve  the  town  of  Winifred  telephone  facilities, we  serve  the 
military,  Minuteman  Missile  Site  over  there,  so  it's  very  im- 
portant that  we  get  there  at  a  reasonable  time.   We  would  like 
to  see  some  method  of  transportation  across  that  river  provided 
for  365  days  of  the  year.   At  the  present  time  we  fly,  most  all 
the  time  during  the  winter  and  of  course  we  use  the.  ferry  in 
the  summertime.   When  it's  impossible  to  fly  we  have  to  go  by  the 
Robinson  Bridge,  or  the  Fort  Benton  Bridge  and  it's  considerable 
time,  so  we're  very  deeply  interested  in  this.   Now  if  I  can 
speak,  as  Harold  Ebaugh,  private  citizen.   Because  so  many  of 
these  friends  of  mine  have  spoke  here  on  behalf  of  their  bridge 
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and  on  behalf  of  the  needs  for  these,  things  .  .  .   Well  there 
can  be.  no  misunderstanding  about  how  I  feel  about  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Missouri  River,  because  I  have  been  an  ardent  sup- 
porter of  High  Cow  Creek  Dam  and  High  Fort  Benton  Dam  for  many 
many  years.   It's  true  that  it  may  never  become  a  reality,  the 
High  Cow  Creek  Dam,  and  perhaps  the  location  of  High  Cow  Creek 
Dam  would  not  serve  the  interest  of  the  people  in  the  populated 
areas  as  well  as  the  bridge.   For  my  primary  concern  for  years 
to  come  is  that  Montana  water  better  be  saved  in  Montana,  and 
we  damn  well  better  be  saving  the  water  in  that  Missouri  River 
for  our  kids  and  our  grandkids  to  come.   We  better  do  it  by  a 
dam.   We're  running  short  of  power,  you  hear  about  the  energy 
shortage,  as  all  of  you  know  about  that  river  there's  a  million 
kilowatts  of  firm  electric  energy  going  down  that  river  every- 
day.  We  need  to  harness  it.   It's  the  cleanest  type  of  power 
that  you  can  get,  it's  hydroelectric.   I  would  wish  that  we 
could  work  out  someway  to  have  our  eggs  and  our  cake  and  eat 
it  too.   I  recognize  the  people  who  float  that  river,  I  see 
them  every  -  oh,  not  every  day  but  quite  a  few  days  out  of  the 
year  when  I  fly  chat  river  myself.   A  lot  of  you  don't  know 
but  that  river  has  a  great  historical  meaning  to  me  because 
in  1876  my  dad  was  the  second  white  boy  in  Montana  that  came 
up  that  river.   But  he's  gone  like  many  other  people  are  gone 
and  it  probably  will  change  many  times  before  it  dries  up.   I 
think  some  changes  must  be  made  in  it.   I'm  not  in  favor  of 
the  Wild  Rivers  Bill,  not  at  all,  I  don't  want  it  in  that  form 
where  we  could  never  generate  it  or  use  it  for  the  benefit  of 
the  people.   I  dor. 't  think  enough  people  are  going  to  get  enough 
benefit  out  of  it.   If  any  of  you  have  ever  been  across  the 
river  or  across  the  mountains  and  watched  the  Kootenai  River  being 
dammed  at  Libby  Dam  and  seen  the  land  that  has  been  destroyed 
over  there,  you  would  come  back  and  say  why  didn't  we  build 
it  on  the  Missouri  River  instead  of  destroying  that  beautiful 
country  over  there.   I  know  each  and  everyone  of  you  that  we 
serve  power  and  telephone  to  on  that  river.   I  know  each  and 
everyone  of  you  and  how  much  land  you  would  probably  lose,  under 
that  thing,  and  I'm  sorry  I  would  have  to  still  take  the  same 
position.   Yes,  we  do  want  a  crossing  across  the  Missouri  River 
we'd  do  everything  in  the  world  to  do  it,  but  I  would  hope  that 
by  God  some  way  you  could  figure  out  a  way  to  save  the  water 
in  that  river,  design  your  bridge  if  you  must,  in  such  a  way 
that  the  dam  could  be  built  in  someday  and  not  indebted  wich 
water  down  there.   It's  important  that  we  keep  this  water  in 
Montana.   Thank  you. 

ANDERSON:       Thank  you,  sir.   Any  further  comments?   Quite  a  large  crowd 

here  this  afternoon.   Everyone  in  favor  of  the  bridge?   Anybody 
oppose?   I  get  no  comment  either  way.   No  that's  fine,  just 
checking  to  see  if  everyone  is  awake.   Do  we  have  any  further 
comments?   As  I  mentioned  before  we  will  accept  any  written 
statements  for  the  next  ten  (10)  days  if  you  would  send  them 
into  Helena,  we'll  attach  them  to  the  transcript.   What  little 
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information  we  do  have  here  this  afternoon  is  available  at  Havre 
and  at  Great  Falls,  also  in  Helena,  and  if  you  would  care  to 
contact  Mr.  Flickinger  in  Havre,  he'll  keep  you  up  to  date  on 
the  progress  of  this  project.   Any  further  comments?   How  about 
the  highway  department,  anything  further  over  there.   Question? 


HALTER: 


Have-  you  got  more  on  some  of  the  mileages  on  these  link  roads 
and  more  information  on  it? 


ANDERSON : 


Mr.  Gipe,  could  you  give  them  a  comparison  on  the  mileages  of 
the  roads  and  connecting  roads.   Is  that  what  you  are  referring 
to? 


GIPE: 


These  first  two  alternates,  one  and  two  are  both  approximately 
9%  miles.   Which  would  be  very  rough,  especially  this  green  one. 
alternate  two,  will  be  very  rough  country  to  go  through,  almost 
impossible.   This  number  two  crosses  a  lot  of  slide  areas.   I 
think  that  following  along  number  two  there  is  where  that  trail 
is  across  there  now.   We  were  across  there  last  fall  with  a 
four  wheel  drive.   Then  alternate  number  three  is  a  little  over 
12  miles,  about  12^  miles.   This  one  would  go  along  Birch  Creek, 
you'd  probably  cross  it  many  times,  there  would  be  some  channel 
changes  and  probably  cross  it  at  one  crossing,  you  follow  up 
Birch  Creek  till  you  come  to  Black  Coulee,  and  then  up  Black 
Coulee  to  get  up  on  the  bench  here  and  then  connect  up  with  the 
existing  Blaine  County  road  system. 


BLEHA : 


I  think  you  should  point  out  the  mileage  would  be  about  the 
same  from  that  pond  as  one  and  two,  because  you  would  be  saving 
some  miles  there. 


GIPE: 


Yes.   But  from  what  information  I  had  there  at  the  office  it 

would  be  about  12  miles  and  the  others  are  about  9%,  something 

like  that  for  the  other  two.   Does  that  answer  your  question? 

And  it  also  has  been  pointed  out  I  think  by  the  county  commissioners 

it'd  probably  be  a  very  low  standard  road  if  there  was  one  across 

there. 


BLEHA : 
ANDERSON 

GIPE: 


How  much  difference  in  distance  between  the  bridge  sites? 

Explain  the  difference  in  mileage  between  the  four  alternate 
bridges  now,  Jim. 

Carl,  you  have  that  information  there?   We  didn't  break  it  out- 
'quite  that  way.   It's  to  scale  this  map  up  here,  one  inch  equals 
approximately  500  feet.   This  one  here,  this  is  the  present 
road  this  in  yellow  here,  and  they  would  have  to  for  this  one 
go  across  the  Judith  River  and  this  one  here  which  costs  consid- 
erably more  -  you  see  this  road  here  this  portion  after  this 
checkered  black  and  it  would  have  to  be  all  new  construction, 
whereas  some  of  these  others  down  here  where  there's  B,  C  and 
D,  and  any  other  possibilities  in  here  would  be  just  a  slight 
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increase.  Some  of  it  looks  like  it  would  be  shorter,  another 
would  be  just  a  little  bit  longer  than  the  existing  road  in 
there.   The  main  thing  is,  the  one  thing  we  tried  to  stay  out 
of  this  Fish  and  Game  lease  in  there  for  the  park  area,  which 
could  readily  be  done  as  this  line  here  will  indicate,  and 
connecting  up  to  the  existing  road  system.   I  can't  tell  you 
just  how  far  this  is,  but  it  looks  like  it'd  be,  oh,  a  good 
15  inches,  I'm  just  guessing  on  the  map  here.   Are  you  referring 
to  the  mileage  upstream  or  to  the  ...   Oh  yes,  about  half 
a  mile.   I  thought  you  meant  the  connecting  roads  here,  your 
connection  to  the  bridge  approaches.   This  one  here  would  be 
just  upstream  from  the  Judith  River  something  in  there.   These 
will  all  be  pretty  well  grouped  in  here,  just,  a  ■=  they  come  a 
1000  feet  in  here,  something  like  that.   Does  that  answer  your 
question? 


ANDERSON 


Any  further  questions  or  comments?   Would  you  come  up  to  the 
microphone  please. 


OPHUS : 
ANDERSON 


No,  I  was  just  wondering  what  the  cost  would  be? 

We've  got  some  awful  rough  figures.  They're  just  in  the  ball 
park  figures  so  to  speak. 


SWANSON : 


Excuse  me,  Don.   We  had  the  bridge  department  give  us  a  rough 
estimate  on  the  bridge,  which  would  be  two  12- foot  lanes,  and 
then  just  comparing  them  to  the  length  of  what  it  would  be,  say 
scaling  if  off  of  there  and  we're  running  somewhere  between  a 
million  and  two  million  dollars  for  the  structure  and  the  ap= 
proaches . 


ANDERSON: 


Anyone  got  that  amount  of  money  laying  around  we8d  appreciate 
it.  Any  further  comments? 


OPHUS : 
ANDERSON : 


Where  do  you  mail  in  written  statements? 

Department  of  Highways,  Public  Hearings  Unit,  Helena,  Montana. 
Come  up  and  I'll  give  you  the  address  right  after  the  meeting. 
The  engineers  will  stay  around  a  few  minutes  after  we  close 
the  formal  part  of  the  meeting  here;  You  might  wish  to  come 
up  and  look  at  the  displays  and  talk  over  any  personal  problems 
or  comments  you  wish  to  make  without,  getting  them  on  the  records 
I  had  a  gentleman  over  here  that  was  standing  up,  did  you  want. 


MORAVEC 


My  name,  is  Frank  Moravec ,  I'd  like  to  speak  for  the  ranchers 
in  southern  Blaine  County.   I  own  land  down  at  the  end  of 
that  road  there,  the  proposed  intermediate  road.   I  think  its 
very  important  that  we  have  a  bridge  in  that  area  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  roads  there  are.  impassable  when  it's  wet, 
and  for  chat  reason  alone  that  if  anybody's  been  on  that  road 
they  can  verify  that.   There's  a  lot  of  traffic  both  from  Havre 
through  to  Lewistown,  it's  a  big  thing  for  all  the  people  involved 
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in  that  area,  so  I  strongly  support  this  bridge, 


ANDERSON: 


Thank  you  sir.   If  there  be  no  further  comments  then  we'll  give 
consideration  to  bringing  the  formal  part  of  the  hearing  to  a 
close.   For  some  of  you  that  spoke  who  came  in  late,  we'd  like 
to  get  you  to  sign  this  pamphlet  over  here,  we  need  to  get  the 
spelling  of  your  name  correct.   Also  any  of  you  that  are  inter- 
ested in  another  hearing,  we'll  be  in  Winifred  tomorrow  night 
at  8:00  p.m.  on  this  same  subject.   Anything  further  from  the 
highway  department?   I  want  to  thank  you  all  for  your  attendance 
this  afternoon  and  the  comments  that  you  made  and  hopefully 
we'll  get  you  a  bridge.  I  wouldn't  predict  any  date,  but  we ! re 
starting  on  the  early  stages  of  it,  and  as  soon  as  the  money 
is  available  we'll  be  ahead  of  the  game  that  far,  anyway  we!ll 
have  the  studies  made.   I  want  to  thank  you  again  and  good 
afternoon. 
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The  Town  of  Big  Sa 


Mayor 

Glenn    Humnhrav 

Mhn..       I  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 
Laurence  Opnus      P  ECE  I   ■    t  U 
Laddie  Nepil  _ 
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Charles  Simpfcon 

Treasurer  I 

Alfred  Ophusl 

Clerk 
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HFI FNA.  MONTANA, 


Catherine  Dyrland 


Mr,  Harry  J.  Anderson 

Director  of  Highways 

Montana  State  Highway  Commission 

Helena,  Montana  59601 

March  1,  1973 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  January  26,  1973>  regarding  pro- 
posed construction  of  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  in  the 
general  area  North  of  Winifred,  Montana,  my  comment  is  as 
follows: 

The  residents  of  this  area  are  almost  unanimous  in  their 
support  of  this  project,  as  they  feel  that  it  would  be  a 
definite  boon  to  the  local  economy  and  facilitate  transporta- 
tion to  the  Southwestern  section  of  the  State, 

In  the  past  there  has  been  a  lack  of  continuous  Perry  service 
in  the  Winter  due  to  ice,  and  in  the  Summer  due  to  low  water. 
Cattlemen  and  Sheepmen  in  this  area  are  particularly  enthus- 
iastic over  this  proposed  project  as  much  of  their  marketing 
is  done  in  the  City  of  Lewis  town, 

I  feel  that  any  disadvantages  as  far  as  "Environmental  Impact" 
is  concerned  would  be  negligible  and  far  overshadowed  by  the 
advantages  to  be  gained.   Further,  the  view  and  appreciation 
of  projected  and  established  Historic  Sites  would  be  more 
accessible  to  the  general  public. 

Sincerely  Yours, 


GLENN  L.  HUMPHREY 
Mayor 
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Sandy  Rotary  Club  ! 

Big  Sandy,  Montana  59520 


-  r 
MARCH  12 ,  1973 


DEPARTMENT  OP  HIGHWAYS 
PUBLIC  HEARINGS  UNIT 
HELENA,  MT  59601 
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Our  club,  at  the  regular  weekly  meeting  thi»  evening,  voted 
unanimously  in  support  of  the  new  proposed  bridge  on  the 
Missouri  River  between  Big  Sandy  and  Winifred. 
It  is  also  their  wishes  that  this  same  action  taken  by 
them  be  conveyed  to  you  for  your  information  and  guidance,, 
We   are  sincerely  hopeful  that  this  propJjBal  will  bear  fruit 
sooner  than  expected,  somehow  or  someway.  The  old  timers 
have  discussed  this  all  my  life  in  this  area  and  that  is 
adding  up  to  almost  sixty  years.  What  a  blessing  this  will 
eventually  be  for  those  residing  in  this  north  oentral 
Montana  that  has  been  so  frustrated  and  hemmed  in  so  long, 
during  the  greater  part  of  each  year. 

Thank  you  for  a  very  nice  conducted  hearing  at  Big  Sandy  at 
the  high  school  auditorium  today. 


r4A*z — - 
Odin  H.  Bl-^ckhus 

P.  0.  Box  70 

Big  Sandy,  MT  59520 
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Every  Member 
A  Sportsman 


Montana  Dept.  Highways; 
Hel ena ,  Montana  r 
Bridge  Study: 
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Leer  Sir; 

WE  AEe  in  favor   of  a  bridge  crossing  the  Missoiri   RLver 
northwest  of  Winiired. 

We  would  rather   see  the  "bridge  connect  with  the   exissting  fro 
roads  than   to   damag©  any  more  of  the  Historic   site  that  are 
all  ready  in  danger  from  developers* 

The  recreation   site  of  the  fish  and  game  dept  must  not 
be  moved. 

This  is  fragile  land,    roads  cannot   be  built    just  any 
where. 


Sincerely  yours., 
Ray  Fitz 
secretay. 


A  ->>   /  M  L  i§    ' 
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THE    USE   OF    EACH    ACflc    O"    AGRICULTURAL    LAND    WITHIN    ITS    CAPABILITIES 

KNO     THE 
TV-     /»-*>£ST    OP     EACH    ACRE    OF     AGRICULTURAL    LANO    IN    ACCORDANCE    WITH    ITS    NEED'    FOP    PROTECTION.     AN'.-    I M  f»>«  O  tf  £i«  fc?--' ' 


FERGUS   COUNTY  SOIL   AND   WATER    CONSERVATION     DISTRICT 

BOX     1078 


LEWISTOWN.     MONTANA     59457 


March  30,  1973 


Mr.  H.  J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Department  of  Highways 
Helena,  Montana   59601 

Attention:   Grover  0.  Powers,  Supervisor 
Pre-Construction  Section 


Site  Study 
NV7  of  Winifred,  Montana 


Dear  Mr.  Powers: 


The  Fergus  county  Conservation  District  Board  of  supervisors, 
after  due  deliberation  and  discussion,  has  gone  on  record  in 
support  of  the  plans  to  construct  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri 
River  northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana.   Concerning  the  location 
of  the  bridge  the  members  of  the  board  did  not  feel  they  were 
qualified  to  select  one  of  the  alternative  sites  and  felt  that 
this  decision  should  be  left  to  the  engineers  in  your  depart- 
ment.  However,  the  opinion  was  expressed  that  the  problems 
with  the  shale  which  have  been  encountered  with  the  Fred 
Robinson  bridge  should  be  avoided  if  at  all  possible. 

I  personally  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  statement  and 
found  it  to  be  most  comprehensive  and  informative.   it  con- 
stitutes a  job  well  done  and  the  department  is  to  be  commended, 
The  board  sincerely  hopes  that  money  can  be  found  in  the  near 
future  to  finance  the  construction  of  this  bridge. 


Sincerely*  J  . 

Bradley  B.  Parrish,  Chairman 
Board  of  Supervisors 


BP/bh 
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TRANSCRIPT  OF  A  CORRIDOR  PUBLIC  HEARING 
RELATING  TO  THE  LOCATION  OF  ALTERNATE  BRIDGE 
SITES  WITH  APPROACH  ROADS  IN  THE  AREA  OF  THE 
LOHSE-P.N.  FERRY  ON  THE  MISSOURI  RIVER  NORTHWEST  OF  WINIFRED,  MONTANA 

PROJECT:  RS  68  (6) 


HELD  IN  THE  HIGH  SCHOOL  GYMNASIUM 
WINIFRED,  MONTANA 
TUESDAY,  MARCH  13,  1973  AT  8:00  P.M. 


Transcript  prepared  by: 

Preconstruction  Division 
Department  of  Highways 
April  13,  1973 
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The  following  is  a  transcript  of  a  Corridor  Public  Hearing  held  in  the  high 
school  gymnasium  in  Winifred,  Montana  on  Tuesday,  March  13,  1973  at  the  hour 
of  8:00  p.m.,  relating  to  the  location  of  alternate  bridge  sites,  with  approach 
roads  in  the  area  of  the  Lohse-P.N,  Ferry  on  the  Missouri  River  northwest  of 
Winifred,  Montana.  The  location  of  this  proposed  project  will  be     cuteau, 
Blaine  and  Fergus  Counties,  and  will  include  a  spur  road  on  the  north  side  of 
the  Missouri  River  connecting  the  road  from  the  Jensen  Ferry  site  some  twelve 
miles  downstream  and  Montana  Secondary  Highway  No0  236 „  This  spur  road  win 
run  somewhat  parallel  to  the  Missouri  River  and  will  allow  the  closure  of  the 
Jensen  Ferry  north  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

The  hearing  was  attended  by  the  following  Department  of  Highways  personnel: 

Richard  W,  Freeman,  Supervisor-Division  Construction  Section,  Lewistown 

James  R.  Hein,  Manager-Field  Right  of  Way  Unit,  Great  Falls 

Stephen  C.  Kologi,  Manager-Location  and  Road  Design  Unit,  Helena 

James  Gipe,  Area  Engineer,  Helena 

Carl  A.  Swanson,  Engineer  in  Training,  Helena 

Bob  Samson,  Special  Assignments  Engineer,  Helena 

Don  D.  Anderson,  Manager-Public  Hearings  Unit,  Helena 


TRANSCRIPT 


ANDERSON:  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen.     On  behalf  of  your  State  of 

Montana  Department  of  Highways,  1  would  like  to  welcome  you  to 
the  formal   part  of  this  public  hearing  this  evening,,     We  had  a 
hearing  in  Big  Sandy  yesterday  afternoon  on  this  same  subject. 
They  had  a  good  turnout,  but  I   think  you  folks  outdid  them  this 
evening.     Can  everyone  see  the  display  here?     Can  everyone  hear? 
Very  good.     When  I  said  formal   hearing,  we're  going  to  keep  this 
formal  only  in  that  we  will   try  to  keep  order  so  everyone  can 
hear  and  everyone  that  wants  to  gets  a  chance  to  speak.     Now, 
tonight  we're  here  to  present  several   proposed  locations  of  a 
new  bridge  crossing  the  Missouri   River  northwest  of  Winifred, 
We  advertised  this  as  a  corridor  hearing,  a  location  hearing; 
however,  it  could  be  referred  to  in  more  technical   terms  as  a 
feasibility  study.     We're  in  the  very  early  stages  of  the  devel- 
opment of  this  project  and  this  is  one  of  the  steps   in  this 
development,  is  referring  this  to  the  public  for  their  discussion 
and  comments o     That's  what  we're  here  for  this  evening  is  your 
comments,  to  get  them  on  the  record  to  see  how  you  feel   about 
it. 

To  begin  with  tonight,  I  would  like  to  introduce  some  of  the 
highway  personnel   that  are  with  us*     We  have  Mr,  Bill   Freeman, 
Supervisor-Division  Construction  Section  from  Lewistown;  Mr, 
Jim  Hein,  Manager-Field  Right  of  Way  Unit  from  Great  Falls;  Mr. 
Steve  Kologi,  Manager-Location  and  Road  Design  Unit  from  Helena; 
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Mr.  Jim  Gipe,  Area  Engineer  from  Helena;  Mr.  Carl  Swanson, 
Engineer  in  Training  from  Helena.  This  is  Bob  Samson  on  the 
recorder  here,  and  I  am  Don  Anderson,  Manager-Public  Hearings 
Unit,  both  of  us  from  Helena.  (Applause) 

Thank  you.  At  the  present,  the  project  we're  speaking  of  tonight 
is  on  a  Federal  Aid  Secondary  System.  If  this  remains  as  such, 
and  if  the  new  Highway  Act  stays  in  effect,  the  participation  on 
the  financing  on  this  will  be  about  seventy- four  percent  federal 
funds  to  twenty-six  percent  state  matching  funds .  However,  this 
is  a  \/ery   tentative  program,  Like  I  said  before,  we  are  at  the 
^/ery   early  stages  in  development  of  this  one,  and  we  are  not 
completely  sure  on  the  financing  of  it  at  this  time.  Now  tonight 
we  have  two  presentations  we  would  like  to  give;  short  presenta- 
tions on  the  engineering  concepts  of  the  alternate  locations, 
and  also  a  right  of  way  presentation,  after  which  we  will  open 
it  up  for  comments  from  any  of  you  folks  who  wish  to  make  them. 
So  at  this  time,  I  will  turn  the  meeting  over  to  Mr.  Gipe  for 
his  engineering  presentation,  if  you  would  Jim, 

GIPE:        Thank  you  Don,  and  good  evening  ladies  and  gentlemen,  First  of 
all,  the  County  Commissioners  of  Chouteau,  Blaine  and  Fergus 
Counties  contributed  some  of  their  secondary  road  funds  for  this 
feasibility  study.  This  is,  as  I  say,  a  feasibility  or  a  possi- 
bility that  a  bridge  could  be  built,  and  probably  some  connecting 
roads.  On  April  20th  of  1972,  the  County  Commissioners  of  Blaine, 
Chouteau  and  Fergus  Counties  met  in  Fort  Benton  to  select  a 
feasible  site  for  the  study  and  all  were  in  agreement  that  this 
Lohse  Ferry  site  would  be  the  one  that  would  best  serve  the  people 
At  that  time  we  had  expected  to  appear  before  you  people  with  our 
public  hearings  about  the  middle  of  November,  as  far  as  our  agenda 
was  set  up,  but  due  to  difficulties  and  items  beyond  our  control 
we  are  here  tonights  First  off,  the  study  was  a  feasibility  for 
a  new  bridge  site  to  replace  this  Lohse-P.N.  Ferry,  or  the 
Stafford  Ferry.  From  the  study  made  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  about  1970,  the  result  of  this  study  was  that  with  both  banks 
of  the  river  eroding  in  the  vicinity  of  the  present  ferry,  it 
would  take  considerable  riprapping  and  channelization  to  correct 
this  and  there  are,  as  you  probably  know  -  several  of  you,  that 
there  are  sand  bars  being  formed  in  the  center  of  the  channel 
there  now,  whereas  at  sometime  or  other  it  is  going  to  be  impos- 
sible to  operate  the  ferry,  Part  of  their  study  was  made  that 
even  the  largest  ferry  would  be  just  a  stopgap  operation,  so 
that  is  what  precipitated  this  feasibility  of  the  bridge  study. 
So  these  various  colors  here  on  the  displays  -  I  don't  know 
whether  you  people  can  see  them  or  not  -  but  they  show  what 
possibly  could  be  done  as  a  crossing.  We  at  first  hoped  to  get 
by  with  a  short  environmental  statement  or  a  negative  declaration, 
but  we  had  sent  out  some  feeler  letters  and  there  was  quite  a 
clamor  or  a  demand  for  a  full  environmental  statement   So  now 
we  have  prepared  our  Draft  Environmental /Sect ion  4(f)  Statement 
and  we  have  sent  this  out  sometime  ago  now  and  we  are   about  ready 
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to  prepare  our  final.  We  have  received  a  lot  of  letters  from  within 
the  State  of  Montana  and  some  from  organizations  outside  of  the 
state.  Some  of  them  are  for  the  bridge,  and  the  environmentalists 
and  the  river  floaters  are  more  or  less  against  it.  The  4(f)  part 
of  this  report  or  study  was  due  to  the  Fish  and  Game  having  a 
lease  for  a  park  area  on  the  north  side,  or  along  the  road  going 
to  Big  Sandy,  and  one  of  our  studies  was  coming  quite  close  to 
this  acreage  in  here  which  the  Fish  and  Game  would  like  to  have 
us  move.  This  was  across  public  land,  or  park  area,  which  requires 
a  4(f)  study,  Like  I  said  here,  there  were  some  alternates,  or  we 
considered  some  four  or  five  alternates  in  here  from  up  above  the 
Judith  River,  crossing  the  Missouri,  to  down  here  just  right  close 
to  the  present  ferry  crossing.  This  one  down  here,  Alternate  D, 
would  require  a  channel  change  at  Dog  Creek,  or  another  bridge 
across  Dog  Creek,  This  Alternate  C  here  was  more  in  our  line  of 
thinking,  which  means  it  could  be  moved  or  the  popular  site  could 
be  selected,  could  be  shifted  from  one  to  the  other,  but  the 
price  range  of  that  could  be  from  one  million  to  two  million 
dollars,  according  to  where  the  bridge  site  would  be.  Another 
part  of  our  study  was  potentially  a  feasibility  study  of  the 
connecting  roads  from  the  Blaine  County  road  system  over  to  the 
Big  Sandy  road  north  of  the  ferry,  or  the  bridge  crossing,  and  we 
have  made  some  studies  on  these  various  colored  lines  in  here  on 
the  display.  Also,  we  had  to  make  some  studies  on  the  possibility 
of  finding  a  better  grade  out  of  the  river  bottom  to  the  bench 
lands  up  here,  especially  south  of  the  river,  but  this  whole  area 
in  here  is  quite  subject  to  slides,  as  you  people  probably  know. 
Any  disturbance  of  the  present  highway  on  any  sites  we  tried  to 
find  through  here  -  any  cuts  -  our  geologists  figured  would  cause 
greater  slides.  They  recommended  that  we  did  not  have  any  cuts 
greater  than,  say,  twenty  feet.  We  have  made  studies  up  towards 
this  79  Ranch,  and  other  studies  on  up  the  Judith  River,  but  the 
results  of  these  studies  showed  the  best  thing  to  do  was  probably 
improve  the  existing  road  coming  from  out  of  Reed  Hill,  or  up 
Reed  Hill.  There  can  be  some  improvement  in  there  and  give  quite 
a  serviceable  road,  I  believe  that's  all  I  have  to  say  right  at 
this  time  on  it, 

ANDERSON:     Thank  you,  Mr,  Gipe.  At  this  time  I'll  call  on  Mr,  Hein  for  a 
short  presentation  on  right  of  way  procedures  and  relocation, 

HEIN:        Thank  you  Don,  On  behalf  of  the  right  of  way  department,  I  also 
want  to  thank  you  all  for  coming  for  the  presentation  tonight, 
I  think  of  the  numerous  public  hearings  that  I  have  attended  in 
the  past,  this  is  one  of  the  larger  turnouts  for  this  type  of 
hearing  I've  been  to,  and  I  think  you  all  should  be  congratulated 
in  taking  this  interest  in  your  public  highway  system   Jim  has 
just  explained  to  you  the  construction  features,  generally,  of  the 
proposal  here  and  what  I'd  like  to  do  at  this  time  Ts  just  generally 
and  briefly  outline  to  you  the  right  of  way  acquisition  procedures 
should  we  get  to  that  stage  where  we  firmly  say  "This  is  where  a 
road  and  bridge  will  be  constructed" ,  After  we  receive  the 
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authorization  to  construct,  I  am  given  the  authority  to  secure 
the  rights  of  way  necessary  to  accomplish  the  construction.  The 
first  individual  that  the  people  will  come  in  contact  with  who 
owns  land  in  the  area  that  we  desire  to  build  the  road  on  will 
be  the  staff  appraiser  from  my  office,  or  possibly  the  Billings 
office,  depending  which  one  gets  the  project.  When  the  appraiser 
contacts  you  I  do  request  that  you  do  confide  in  him,  and  all  of 
the  information  that  he  does  gain  from  you  will  be  held  in  the 
strictest  confidence  and  will  only  be  used  to  come  up  with  what 
we  consider  the  true  market  value  of  your  property,  There  might 
be  some  questions  that  you  may  feel  is  no  one's  business  other 
than  your  own,  but  you've  got  to  remember  that  an  appraiser  has 
to  have  certain  tools  in  order  to  come  up  with  an  answer  and  the 
information  you  do  give  him  does  aid  him  in  this  manner.  After 
the  appraiser  has  accomplished  his  appraisal  on  your  individual 
property,  I  have  the  review  appraiser  who  will  then  go  over  the 
report  to  ensure  that  nothing  was  omitted,  and  that  the  appraiser 
did  come  up  with  the  market  value  of  your  property.  After  the 
appraisal  has  been  approved,  the  next  individual  that  will  contact 
you  would  be  the  staff  negotiator  out  of  the  right  of  way  office 
who  will  be  someone  other  than  the  appraiser  who  had  previously 
contacted  you.  At  this  time  he  will  again  display  the  plans  to 
you,  showing  exactly  what  has  to  be  taken  for  the  right  of  way 
ana  a  f"rm  offer  is  then  made,  and  I  would  like  to  emphasize  a 
little  bit  on  our  firm  offer,  I  believe  some  of  you  might  have 
experienced  in  the  past  where  there  was  a  little  "horse-trading" 
that  went  on.  The  individual  would  feel  "Well,  we're  going  to 
start  out  low"  so  the  owner  would  start  out  high,  and  then  by 
the  time  you  resolved  to  a  final  dollar  sign  answer  you  feel 
everyone  is  satisfied:  The  horse- trading  days  have  been  over  for 
sometime  and  we  feel  that,  as  we've  got  quite  an  investment  in 
the  appraisal  that  the  appraiser  has  consummated,  that  that  has 
got  to  be  the  true  answer  for  the  compensation  due  the  landowner. 
The  mpthnd  of  our  appraising  is  based  on  a  'before'  and  'after' 
valuation,  and  I  should  explain  this,  that  the  before  situation 
is  as  your  property,  say,  exists  today;  that  the  appraiser  will 
come  up  with  the  valuation  under  that  premise.  Then  he  will, 
you  might  say,  assume  that  the  road  has  been  constructed  through 
your  property  and  come  up  with  a  second  valuation  of  your  property. 
The  difference  between  the  two  -  you  might  say  two  appraisals  - 
is  the  total  just  compensation  due  the  owner.  I  would  also  like 
to  make  you  aware  that  we  have  a  new  program  on  relocation  and 
I  believe  most  of  you  .  .  ,  I  don't  think  I  brought  enough 
brochures  that  cover  our  relocation  program   It's  the  yellow 
one  that  was  back  on  the  table,  If  there  are   any  left,  I  would 
appreciate  it,  fhose  of  you  that  did  not  get  one  to  feel  free  to 
pick  one  up.  On  this  particular  project,  as  far  as  I  can  determine 
there  will  Ls  no  relocation  problems  other  than  possibly  some  mov- 
ing cf  personal  property  which  may  exist  within  the  alignment  that 
is  selected.  We've  also  got  a  brochure,  a  green  one,  which  also 
explains  the  property  rights  of  the  owner,  which  is  also  back  on 
the  table  and  I  would  ask  that  you  do  p'ck  one  of  those  up  if  you 
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do  not  have  one.  The  only  other  thing  I  might  bring  up  at  tins 
time  would  be  the  fencing  on  the  project.  Our  present  policy  is 
to  fence  all  primary  projects  for  the  safety  of  the  traveling 
public;  however,  I  think  on  a  program  such  as  this  the  problems 
would  be  fairly  complex  in  breaking  up  pastures,  watering  schemes 
and  so  forth,  so  I  think  we  will  probably  just  fence  those  areas 
that  are  currently  fenced.  In  other  words,  we  would  just  maintain 
the  present  closures  and  that  is  all.  Other  than  that,  I  believe 
that's  all  I  have  Don, 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you,  Jim.  Now  before  I  open  it  up  for  participation  from 
the  audience,  a  few  brief  reminders  of  our  procedures  here  this 
evening.  You  will  notice  we  are  using  microphones,  We  are 
recording  everything  that  is  being  said.  From  this  recording  we 
make  a  typewritten  transcript  that  is  furnished  to  our  engineers, 
to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  as  well  as  any  of  you  folks 
that  would  care  to  have  one.  If  you  wish  a  copy,  I'll  have  a 
pamphlet  over  here  on  this  far  table,  Give  us  your  name  and  your 
mailing  address  and  you  will  be  furnished  one  free  of  charge.  I 
might  mention,  any  of  you  who  speak  will  get  one  automatically. 
Now,  for  the  reason  of  the  recording,  we  do  ask  that  anyone  that 
has  a  statement  to  make  or  a  question  to  ask,  would  they  please 
come  up  to  the  microphone,  If  you're  a  little  bashful  we  may  be 
able  to  pass  it  back,  I  don't  believe  that  I've  got  enough  cord 
to  go  all  the  way  to  the  end,  but  come  up  to  the  microphone  if 
you  would  and  give  us  your  name;  who  you  represent:  If  it  is 
just  yourself,  that's  sufficient.  Also,  we  will  accept  any  written 
statement.  If  you've  got  them  with  you  this  evening  I  wi 11  accept 
them,  You  also  can  read  them  into  the  record  if  you  wish.  If 
not,  we  will  accept  them  here  and  they  will  be  attached  to  the 
transcript  and  given  review,  as  well  as  all  of  the  comments  here 
this  evening,  So  with  that,  I'll  open  it  up  to  the  floor,  Does 
someone  care  to  start  out?  I  did  notice  that  some  of  you  signed 
the  speaker's  list  here  in  front,  That  is  for  anyone  who  speaks 
and  I  won't  call  on  you,  so  just  get  up  automatically  whenever 
you  feel  like  it.  Someone  care  to  start  out?  Go  ahead  Mayor : 


DISSLY: 


ANDERSON; 


My  name  is  Robert  L.  Dissly.  I'm  the  Mayor  of  the  city  of 
Lewis  town  and  I  would  like  to  make  two  points  in  my  statement. 
I  have  had  in  my  hands  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 
sometime.  I've  had  the  city  engineer  and  our  engineering  depart- 
ment look  this  over  and  can  find  no  major  problems  along  this 
line.  The  second  point  is  that  I  would  like  to  reaffirm  that 
the  city  of  Lewis town  is  in  favor  of  placing  this  bridge  in  the 
general  vicinity  north  of  Winifred.  Thank  you  yery   much  for 
offering  all  these  people  a  chance  to  appear  before  you  this 
evening.  It's  yery   much  appreciated.  Thank  you 

Thank  you,  sir,  (Applause)  This  is  one  reason  the  public  hearings 
procedure  was  set  up,  so  that  we  do  get  to  the  public  ea^ly  enough 
in  the  stages  of  the  development  of  a  project  where  changes  can  be 
made  if  they  are  deemed  feasible.  Also,  we'd  like  to  have  your 
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YOUNG; 


ANDERSON 
LEHMAN: 


vote  of  confidence  or  criticism,  whatever  you  may.  Someone  else? 

My  name  is  Charlie  Young  and  I  live  in  Lewis  town.  I've  been  a 
resident  of  Fergus  County  since  1913.  I've  been  in  the  automo- 
tive business  for  over  40  years  and  I'm  presently  operating  some 
business  rental  property.  Over  these  years  I've  watched  our 
people  move  forward  with  modern  tools  of  farming  and  livestock 
production  and  I  am  satisfied  that  Fergus  County,  as  well  as  our 
neighboring  counties  to  the  north  of  us,  are  making  a  substantial 
contribution  to  our  state  in  new  wealth  and  economic  security. 
Transportation  plays  a  very   important  part  in  the  production  of 
farm  products,  as  well  as  getting  them  on  the  market.  Our  highways 
must  be  equal  to  the  best  if  we  are  to  remain  competitive  in  the 
agriculture  business.  The  weakest  link  in  our  network  of  roads  in 
Central  Montana  is  the  fact  that  we  have  a  dead  end  in  a  north  and 
south  road  through  the  center  of  our  state  and  this  handicaps  our 
financial  progress,  both  for  those  engaged  directly  in  farming  and 
ranching,  as  well  as  those  involved  in  other  business  enterprises. 
The  two  ferries  north  of  Winifred  at  one  time  were  satisfactory  in 
their  day,  like  the  horse  and  buggy  was  good  transportation  before 
the  machine  age  was  born.  Our  needs  are  greater  now  and  the  ferries 
are  antique.  We  must  build  a  bridge  and  the  connecting  roads  to  it 
between  Winifred  and  Big  Sandy  of  the  highest  standards  and  be  able 
to  maintain  it  for  year  around  travel.  This  construction  demands 
first  priority  for  the  state,  and  all  of  the  counties  involved, 
where  their  secondary  money  would  be  allocated.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you.  (Applause)  Someone  else? 

I'm  Larry  Lehman.  I'm  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  here  in 
Winifred.  When  Charlie  was  talking  about  a  dead  end  in  Winifred, 
several  people  looked  at  me.  (Laughter)  It  is  sometimes  hard  to 
explain  to  people,  especially  up  north  on  the  other  side  of  the 
river,  how  you  do  get  to  Winifred  because,  basically,  that's  what 
you  do;  you  get  to  Winifred  and  then  you  don't  go  much  farther  a 
great  portion  of  the  year.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  life  of  a 
small  community  revolves  around  the  school  and  the  school  depends 
on  its  existence  for  two  major  items;  namely,  children  and  tax- 
payers. The  smaller  schools  are  having  a  difficult  time  now. 
Enrollments  are  decreasing  throughout  the  entire  state  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  a  bridge  would  possibly  provide  potential  for 
leveling  of  the  population  in  the  community,  and  maybe  even  pro- 
vide the  possibility  for  increasing  the  population  because  of 
the  potential  development  of  tourist  industries  of  some  kind  or 
another.  I  think  too  that  the  bridge  would  certainly  strengthen 
communications  and  relations  between  communities  to  the  north 
along  the  Hi -Line  and  communities  south  of  the  river.  We  have 
traveled  from  time  to  time  to  some  of  the  communities  to  the 
north  for  different  althletic  events.  The  travel  time  and  mileage 
involved  is  considerable  when  you  consider,  as  the  crow  flies, 
they're  really  not  that  far  away  from  us,  but  when  we  have  to  go 
to  Hilger,  Roy,  Malta  and  that  way,  there's  a  lot  of  miles  and  a 
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a  lot  of  time  involved,  Something  else  -  I  don't  know  if  it's 
important  or  not  but  I  thought  I'd  mention  it.  It  seems  to  me 
too  that  in  Central  Montana  we've  noticed  that  the  railroads  are 
pulling  out  to  a  certain  extent  in  the  smaller  communities,  We've 
lost  our  railroad  ties  between  Roy  and  Hilger  and  between  Winnett 
and  Grass  Range,  and  there's  a  good  possibility  that  sometime  in 
the  future  the  railroad  between  Winifred  and  Lewistown  may  go  out 
of  existence  also  and,  of  course,  we  are  primarily  an  agricultural 
community  and  our  agricultural  products  are  going  to  have  to 
travel  on  the  highway*  This  would  open  up  another  avenue  for 
getting  our  agricultural  products,  both  grain  and  livestock,  to 
the  markets.  On  behalf  of  some  of  the  students  of  the  school  here 
who  graduate:  We  do  send  quite  a  few  students  to  Northern  Montana 
College  in  Havre,  and  when  they  do  come  home  for  weekends  and 
through  the  vacations  they  do  have  a  lot  of  extra  miles  to  travel 
and  I  think  this  bridge  would  shorten  the  length  of  time  they 
would  have  to  be  on  the  road.  I  think  the  important  fact  overall 
is  that  it  probably  would  be  an  all-weather  highway.  Now  we're 
dependent  on  the  ferry  for  a  few  months  out  of  the  year,  and  then 
sometimes  I've  spent  more  time  than  I'd  like  to  in  the  middle  of 
the  Missouri  River  with  the  ferry  stuck  on  a  sand  bar   Thank 
you.  (Applause) 


ANDERSON: 
PENNELL: 


Thank  you  for  your  comments 
right  there  in  front? 


sir.  Someone  else?  The  gentleman 


My  name  is  Donn  Pennell.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  represent  the 
Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  my  capacity  as  Chairman  of 
the  Roads  and  Highway  Committee  in  regards  to  the  project,  and 
I'm  here  to  speak  for  construction  of  this  project,  The  Lewistown 
area  has  been  actively  interested  in  such  a  project  for  many  years. 
I'm  sure  some  present  here  are  aware  of  concerted  efforts  to  build 
a  Missouri  Rive*-  Bridge  in  the  Winifred  area  as  far  back  as  the 
early  1920 's.  To  my  knowledge,  such  a  project  has  never  been  so 
close  to  accomplishment  as  is  represented  by  these  hearings  and 
we  are  \/ery   pleased,  The  Chamber  feels  three  points  should  be 
made  at  this  hearing.  First,  we  wish  to  support  the  need  for  such 
a  project.  One  of  the  weakest  components  of  our  Central  Montana 
community  is  its  transportation  system.  Construction  of  this 
proposed  bridge  will  extend  the  reach  of  commerce  of  both  s^des 
of  the  barrier,  the  Missouri  River,  and  will  provide  the  necessary 
linkage  between  Central  Montana  and  the  northern  counties.  Today's 
interests  in  Central  Montana  is  indicated  by  attached  petitions  in 
support  of  the  bridge.  I  have  here  some  937  signatures,  represent- 
ing 108  separate  occupations,  in  dateline  37  communities,  and  are 
being  submitted  as  an  attachment  to  this  letter.  The  business 
community  of  each  of  our  cities  and  towns  are  totally  in  support 
of  this  project,  The  benefits  of  such  a  project  will  affect  our 
Central  Montana  citizens  by  enhancing  this  community,  augmenting 
its  economic  base,  and  making  our  area  a  better  place  in  which  to 
live  and  to  work.  Second,  we  wish  to  comment  on  our  review  of 
the  draft  statement  for  the  proposed  bridge.  We  feel  that  the 
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report  is  a  good  one  and  that  it  discussess  all  components  of  the 
problem  fairly.  We  note  that  the  bridge  will  not  preclude  the 
river  from  being  used  for  recreational  and  irrigational  purposes, 
and  that  the  report  minimizes  the  importance  of  the  visual  impact 
of  the  addition  by  man  to  nature  on  behalf  of  the  well -being  of 
man.  We  conclude  this  balance  to  be  properly  taken  and  we  believe 
that  the  construction  of  the  project  should  not  be  affected  by 
minimal  considerations  of  visual  impact  of  a  bridge  in  an  other- 
wise primitive  area  and,  as  such,  constituting  a  valid  reason  for 
not  supporting  the  residents  of  the  surrounding  communitieSo  And 
finally,  the  Chamber  feels  that  it  should  not  take  part  in  the 
determination  of  any  one  of  the  alternate  sites,  as  long  as  the 
project  meets  the  needs  of  our  area  in  Central  Montana,  We  feel 
such  a  determination  should  be  based  on  engineering  studies,  some 
of  which  are  yet  to  be  completed,  and  in  combination  with  the 
wishes  of  the  occupants  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  where  they 
can  offer  valid  considerations  for  affecting  the  engineering 
studies-  In  conclusion,  the  worth  of  any  public  project  must  be 
measured  in  terms  of  its  potential  contribution  to  the  well-being 
of  the  community  served,  and  this  must  be  measured  by  its  effect 
on  the  individuals  of  the  community.  It  is  the  pleasure  of  the 
Lewis  town  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  agree  with  the  objectives 
of  this  project  and  to  support  it  in  any  way  it  can,  and  I  have 
an  aside  from  me.  I  was  visiting 
Coo ley,  a  gentleman  of  Lewis town, 
essential",  key  word  -  essential, 
markets  to  the  Central  Montana  area"  and  this  is  true,  and  his 
conclusion  was  "It's  foolish  in  this  day  and  age  to  have  to  argue 
in  favor  of  a  bridge  which  will  do  so  much  for  so  many  people". 
Thank  you. 


this  afternoon  with  Charlie 
and  his  one  word  was  "It's 
"It  will  open  up  whole  Canadian 


ANDERSON 
PENNELL: 


Thank  you,  (Applause) 

While  I'm  about  this,  I  would  like  to  thank  Mrs,  Butcher  of  the 
Butcher  family  for  being  a  part  of  this  in  this  community  and 
doing  such  a  great  job  of  getting  this  petition  together,  and  I 
think  she  ought  to  get  a  little  hand  for  that.  There's  something 
going  on  here!  Mrs,  Butcher.  (Appal use) 


ANDERSON 
BUTCHER: 


Thank  you,  sir.  Does  someone  else  have  a  comment?  Step  right 
up.  That  microphone  will  turn  down  there,  I  am  sure 


I'm  Louise  Butcher,  I  live  on  a  ranch  in  the  Win* 
thank  you  \/ery  much  for  your  kind  remark,  Donn  Pen 
I  did  do  a  lot;  I  did  work  a  lot  with  those  petiti 
happy  to  be  attending  a  meeting  concerning  a  bridg 
Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred.  Since  1961, 
others,  have  been  working  for  a  river  crossing  and 
so  that  the  people  of  this  area  can  travel  to  the 
state  and  those  up  north  can  come  down  he^e.  Now, 
that  we  have  been  thinking  about  a  bridge  a  lot  ea 
1961;  however,  that  is  when  I  actively  became  inte 


fred  area  and 
nell ,  because 
ons,  I 'm  so 
e  across  the 
I ,  and  many 
better  roads 
north  of  the 
it  is  true 
rlier  than 
rested  in 


238 


ANDERSON 
SPOJA: 


and  they  asked 
it.  My  father 
south  of  where 


this,  and  actively  started  taking  part  because  I  have  been  testi- 
fying at  all  of  these  hearings  in  regard  to  this  Missouri  River 
project  here.  Last  summer,  as  was  already  spoken,  I  did  work  for 
the  businessmen  and  women  of  the  Winifred  and  surrounding  areas 
getting  petitions  signed  for  the  bridge  and  improved  roads,  and 
I  would  like  to  say  a  big  thank  you  to  the  people  who  helped  me 
with  all  those  petitions.  I  left  them  at  the  storekeeper's  places 
the  people  who  came  in  if  they  would  like  to  sign 
was  a  homesteader  here  and  I  now  reside  four  miles 
I  was  born.  Since  I  have  lived  here  all  my  life, 
I  understand  the  need,  for  both  economics  and  convenience,  of  a 
bridge  northwest  of  Winifred:  Local  travel;  tourist  travel; 
telephone  crews  from  Havre;  ranchers  from  the  Hi-Line  area  going 
to  Lewistown  for  weekly  cattle  auctions;  and  the  students  travel- 
ing between  Northern  Montana  College  at  Havre  to  Central  Montana 
throughout  the  state  are  some  of  the  groups  that  would  benefit, 
I  would  like  to  mention  that  our  telephone  service  is  the  Triangle 
system,  which  has  headquarters  at  Havre,  The  men  that  serve  our 
area  are  flown  over,  for  the  most  part.  They  have  equipment  on 
this  side  of  the  river;  however,  when  the  flying  weather  is  not 
good  it  is  a  long  ways  around  for  them  to  service  our  telephones. 
The  telephone  system  also  is  in  the  Bear  Springs  area  across  the 
Judith  and  the  Denton  section*  The  150  miles  of  river  with  no 
bridge  has  been  such  a  definite  dividing  line  that  it  is  hard  to 
project  the  impact  this  crossing  would  have  on  the  areas 
north  and  south  of  the  river,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the 
Someone  made  the  remark  that  there  were  forty  cars  lined 
cross  the  river  at  the  ferry  -  at  the  P.N,  last  Fourth  of  July, 
It  has  already  been  brought  out  here  that  a  ferry  is  not  a 
suitable  long-range  crossing.  Right  now  it  is  taken  out  from 
November  15th  to  April  15th,  and  then  it  is  a  long  way  around  to 
get  to  Northern  Montana.  The  "do-nothing"  attitude  does  not 
appeal  to  those  who  live,  work  and  travel  here  and  want  to  cross 
the  river.  Again,  I  strongly  support  a  bridge 
Ferry  crossing,  or  approximately  in  that  area, 
existing  roads.  According  to  the  report,  this 
part  of  the  Missouri  Rrver  channel .  Thank  you. 


both 
state 
up  to 


at  the  P.N:  Lohse 
and  improving  the 
is  a  more  stable 


Thank  you 
ahead - 


(Applause)  Does  someone  else  have  a  comment?  Go 


Mr.  Anderson,  I'm  Bill  Spoja,  the  President  of  the  Lewistown- 
Fergus  County  City-County  Planning  Board,  \lery   briefly,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  the  city-county  planning  board  would  like  to  be 
on  record  as  favoring,  in  the  strongest  of  terms  possible,  the 
crossing  at  the  point  which  you  have  designated  north  of  Winifred. 
The  people  of  this  area  have  been  really  too  long  without  this 
sort  of  crossing.  The  social  and  economic  welfare  of  them  demands 
that  this  sort  of  improvement  be  made,  and  made  soon.  Thank  you 
very  much. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you.  (Applause)  Go  ahead 
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BELDING: 


I'm  Lee  Bel  ding,  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Lewistown  Area 
Chamber,  and  I  have  a  couple  of  brief  statements  to  make,  First 
of  all,  "The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of 
Commerce  strongly  endorse  the  proposal  of  the  Montana  Highway 
Department  for  a  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  north  of  Winifred 
and  the  approach  roads  on  the  north  and  south  affecting  Chouteau, 
Blaine  and  Fergus  Counties.  The  need  for  this  link  between  Central 
and  Northern  Montana  has  been  recognized  and  worked  for  over  the 
past  twenty  years  or  more.  After  studying  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  on  the  project,  it  seems  quite  evident  to  us  that  the 
tremendous  economic  and  social  benefits  to  be  derived  far  out- 
weigh any  small  encroachment  upon  the  natural  environment  of  the 
area.  All  progress  or  development  of  any  type,  or  in  any  area, 
will  certainly  change  things  as  they  are  at  present,  but  must  be 
judged  upon  the  ratio  of  benefit  to  loss  and  this  project,  in  our 
opinion,  should  cause  very   little  loss  and  should  be  a  tremendous 
benefit  to  the  immediate  areas,  to  the  people  of  the  three  counties 
directly  involved,  and  to  the  entire  State  of  Montana,  We  heartily 
endorse  the  proposed  project  as  one  of  great  importance  and  of 
great  potential  value  to  our  people"  and  this  is  signed  by  Burt 
Gibson,  President  of  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce.  Our 
second  statement:  "The  Business  Development  Association  of  Re- 
tailers in   Lewistown  are  anxious  to  add  their  voice  to  those 
already  on  record  as  strongly  urging  an  early  beginning  of  con- 
struction of  a  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  north  of  Winifred. 
In  contacts  with  traveling  people  from  north  of  the  river,  and 
with  people  of  Central  Montana,  it  is  quite  evident  that  the 
present  150-mile  stretch  of  river  now  unbridged  is  forming  a 
formidable  barrier  to  potential  commerce  and  general  travel.  In 
our  humble  opinion,  any  small  encroachment  upon  the  aesthetic 
values  for  a  few  will  be  far  outweighed  by  the  many  benefits  to 
the  entire  State  of  Montana,  as  this  road  and  bridge  ties  Central 
and  Northern  Montana  closer  together."  This  was  signed  by  Dean 
Miller,  Chairman  of  the  Business  Development  Association  of 
Retailers. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you.  (Applause)  I  might  mention  for  any  of  you  folks  who 
are  a  little  bashful  about  coming  up  to  the  microphone,  if,  after 
you  leave  this  evening  you  had  wished  you  had  said  something,  jot 
it  down  and  send  it  into  the  Department  of  Highways,  Public 
Hearings  Unit  in  Helena,  Montana  and  it  will  be  attached  to  the 
transcript,  along  with  the  rest  of  the  testimony  given  here  this 
evening.  So,  if  you  feel  a  little  bashful,  there's  another  way 
to  get  your  comments  into  the  record.  Someone  else?  The  gentle- 
man here. 


GIBSON 


My  name  is  Joe  Gibson.  I'm  the  District  Manager  for  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  Lewistown,  and  although  the  comments  on 
the  impact  statement  were  not  requested  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  I  have  written  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  to  the  State  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
He,  in  turn,  has  forwarded  these  comments  to  the  Bureau  of 
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Outdoor  Recreation  of  the  Mid-Continent  Regional  Office  in  Denver 
of  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  and  I  presume  that  they  will 
comment  formally  on  the  impact  statement.  My  purpose  here  :s  to 
bring  this  back  to  a  more  or  less  local  level,  and  although  my 
comments  may  not  coincide  precisely  with  those  of  the  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation,  they  are  nevertheless  a  summation  of  my  local 
on-the-ground  report  and  I  hope  they  will  provide  emphasis  for  a 
few  points  that  I  feel  are  quite  important.  First,  I  would  commend 
the  authors  of  this  draft  for  their  description  of  the  environmental 
qualities  of  the  immediate  and  surrounding  area,  and  for  their 
evaluation  of  impacts  which  could  be  expected „  I  believe  it  is  a 
well-written  statement  which  discusses  quite  adequately  the  impacts, 
both  adverse  and  favorable,  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  on 
lands,  resources  and  people  in  the  area.  I  do  suggest  some  addi- 
tional consideration  be  given  to  some  of  the  bridge  and  access 
design  characteristics  which  may  influence  environmental  impacts 
when  you  get  ready  to  get  into  construction.  Streambank  erosion  is 
cited  as  one  reason  that  the  ferry  can  no  longer  be  considered  a 
viable  alternative.  This  same  condition  would  seem  to  me  to  cer- 
tainly affect  the  design  of  a  bridge  and  approaches.  This  raises 
the  following  questions  in  my  mind:  What  will  have  to  be  done  to 
stabilize  the  streambank  above  and  at  the  site  of  the  bridge  to 
protect  it  and  the  approaches?;  would  this  protection  require  some 
channel  work  upstream  and,  if  so,  could  it  be  designed  to  also 
provide  some  protection  to  the  historic  P,N,  warehouse  from  further 
bank  erosion  at  that  site?;  what  would  be  the  impact  on  the  channel 
downstream  of  riprapping  and  constriction  at  the  bridge  site?  These 
are  technical  questions  I  realize,  and  I  realize  you  haven't  gotten 
into  the  design  characteristics  yet,  but  I  want  to  bring  them  to 
your  attention.  Also,  there  has  been  little  discussion  in  your 
statement  on  the  possible  impacts  on  wildlife,  particularly  water- 
fowl which  nest  or  reside  in  the  vicinity.  This  could  be  quite 
critical  downstream  from  the  bridge  as  substantial  streambank 
modifications  are  required.  There  has  been  no  discussion  of  the 
impact  of  the  improved  road  through  the  P.N,  Ranch  headquarters, 
The  existing  road  passes  between  the  old  residence  and  the  corrals 
and  outbuildings.  Dust  is  now  a  problem;  with  increased  traffic 
it  would  be  worse  if  the  road  is  not  surfaced,  Paving  or  improve- 
ment will  tend  to  increase  speed  of  vehicles.  This  could  create 
an  increased  safety  hazard  to  people  and  livestock.  Fencing  the 
right  of  way  would  separate  the  headquarters  residence  from  the 
outbuildings.  Again,  just  some  thoughts  that  have  occurred  to  me 
as  I  reviewed  the  statement,  There's  only  a  brief  discussion  of 
the  impacts  of  construction  or  improvement  of  the  connecting  road 
from  the  south.  With  increased  all-weather  traffic,  this  road 
will  have  to  be  improved  for  several  miles.  Visual  and  watershed 
impacts  could  be  quite  critical,  particularly  in  the  rougher  areas 
and  on  the  hill  between  the  uplands  and  the  Judith  River  bottom 
You  mentioned  this  in  your  presentation  here  this  evening,  that 
you  do  have  some  problems  there.  I  feel  that  in  order  to  properly 
evaluate  the  long-term  impacts  of  the  entire  project,  that  we 
should  consider  some  of  the  future  improvements  of  upgrading  this 
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ANDERSON 
JENSEN: 


road  as  traffic  increases   I  understand,  also,  that  any  structure 
across  the  river   may  have  to  meet  minimum  requirements  imposed  by 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  to  minimize  navigational  impacts   I  would 
urgently  recommend  that  full  consideration  be  given  to  navigational 
needs  in  the  design  of  the  structure  so  as  not  to  interfere  with 
free  passage  of  boats  and  other  craft  on  the  river „  An  alterna- 
tive not  proposed  by  the  Montana  Highway  Department  is  the  con- 
struction of  the  bridge  and  approaches  precisely  at  the  present 
P.N.  Ferry  location.  Since  I  wrote  this  I  got  a  chance  to  look 
at  your  maps  a  little  more  and  I  begin  to  understand  some  of  the 
problems,  but  I'll  continue  here  anyway.  The  acceptance  of  this 
alternative  would  not  require  the  loss  of  any  additional  productive 
range  or  agricultural  lands.  The  proposal  would  not  damage  or 
infringe  upon  the  Judith  Landing  recreation  area  and  its  grove  of 
cottonwood  trees,  or  any  of  the  known  archaeological  sites  that 
are  present  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  The  Lewis  and  Clark  camp 
site  and  the  Indian  Territorial  Treaty  Council  Site  of  1855  would 
also  be  undisturbed.  Both  of  the  latter  sites  mentioned  are  to 
some  extent  modified  by  current  agricultural  uses.  Some  of  the 
proposed  road  or  bridge  locations,  especially  your  Alternative  D, 
would  further  alter  the  sites  to  an  alarming  degree.  For  the 
above  reasons,  the  alternative  of  constructing  the  bridge  and 
approach  on  the  present  P0N.  Ferry  location  is  recommended  as  the 
number  one  choice.  I  heartily  concur  that  the  improvement  of  the 
river  crossing  in  this  area  is  justified  and  needed  to  provide  a 
reliable  all-weather  access  route  between  the  Hi-Line  communities 
and  Central  Montana.  I  recommend  that  if  a  bridge  is  to  be  built 
that  the  alternative  I've  just  discussed  should  be  given  priority, 
followed  by  Alternative  C3   as  described  on  page  33  of  the  state- 
ment. Alternative  C  would  require  some  modification  to  avoid  or 
mitigate  the  possible  conflicts  with  the  Judith  Landing  recreation 
area  on  the  north  bank  of  the  Missouri,  Both  Alternative  C  and 
our  new  alternative  should  be  further  studied  to  minimize  any 
impacts  on  the  P.N.  Ranch  headquarters  buildings  and  siteo  This 
is  quite  an  historic  site  and  I  think  deserves  some  consideration 
also.  It  is  recommended  that  the  south  approach  spur  to  the  bridge 
follow  and  overlap  the  existing  roadway  as  nearly  as  possible  and 
not  be  developed  as  a  high-speed  traffic  carrier,  at  least  at  the 
present  time.  This  recommendation,  if  implemented,  would  best 
protect  the  aesthetic  and  historic  sites  of  the  area,  would  not 
require  the  disturbance  of  additional  land  surface,  and  would 
better  facilitate  possible  recreation  development ,.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you  for  your  detail  led  questions.  Can  we  have  a  copy  of 
that?  (Applause)  Does  someone  else  have  a  comment? 

I'm  Otto  Jensen,  Chairman  of  the  Fergus  County  Board  of  Commis- 
sioners, I  took  office  on  January  1  of  1969  and  ever  since  then 
this  bridge  proposal  has  been  discussed  in  our  office,  so  sometime 
back  we  appropriated  seven  thousand  dollars  of  secondary  funds 
that  was  part  of  Fergus  County's  allotment  to  the  feasibility 
study  of  this  bridge  site.  We  now  have  a  ferry  that's  operating 
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ANDERSON: 


there.  There's  a  ruling  that  as  you're  looking  upstream,  the 
person  on  the  right-hand  side  operates  the  ferry  and  so,  therefore, 
Chouteau  County  is  the  operator  of  the  ferry  but  we  split  the  cost 
fifty-fifty  with  Chouteau  County,  We  also  do  the  same  thing  at 
the  Stafford  Ferry.  That's  operated  by  Blame  County  and  we  pay 
half  the  cost  of  the  operation  there .  Now,  the  cost  of  the  ferry 
in' 1972  was  $8,220.18,  which  is  quite  a  sizeable  figure  because 
it  only  operates  for  approximately  seven  months.  You  have  five 
months  that  it's  impossible  to  cross  the  river.  Now,  there  was 
quite  a  lot  of  traffic  crossed  that  river  in  1972,  There  was 
1,391  cars,  1,437  trucks,  and  a  total  of  7,012  people  crossed  it. 
We  know  that  if  there  was  a  bridge  across  it  you  could  increase 
that  number  very   sizeably.  We,  in  the  County  Commissioners  office 
here  In  Fergus  County,  are  yery   much  in  favor  of  a  bridge  s'te  in 
the  area  of  the  P.N„  Ranch  and  we  won't  make  any  recommendations 
at  this  time  as  to  what  alternative  might  be  the  best,  but  we  do 
think  that  that's  a  good  crossing  and  we  fee)  very  much  in  favor 
of  that  place  for  the  crossing.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Thank  you.  One  quick  question,  Mr.  Jensen.  Could  I  get  a  copy 
of  those  figures?  Could  I  get  a  copy  of  those  figures  so  we 
won't  misquote  you? 


JENSEN: 

ANDERSON: 

UDELHOVEN 


ANDERSON 
ALLEN: 


Yes,  you  sure  can. 

Thank  you-  Now,  there  was  a  gentleman  right  here, 

I'm  Walter  Udelhoven  and  I'm  representing  the  Fergus  Electric 
Co-Op.  We  serve  the  power  to  the  area  south  of  the  Missouri 
River  that's  around  Central  Montana.  We  serve  the  farmers  and 
some  of  the  small  towns,  and  quite  a  number  of  the  missiles, 
and  we  feel  that  a  road  and  a  bridge  in  this  area  would  be  a 
great  help  to  this  part  of  Central  Montanao 

Thank  you.  (Applause)  Does  someone  else  wish  to  make  a  state- 
ment? Go  right  ahead, 

I'm  Wain  Allen  and  I  represent  the  Central  Montana  Livestock 
Market  Center  in  Lewistown,  Central  Montana  Livestock  Center 
is  a  yery   big  business  in  Central  Montana,  Our  gross  was  over 
ten  million  dollars  last  year,  and  while  my  reasons  are  not 
altogether  altruistic  for  coming  up  here,  we  do  provide  a  service 
to  the  people  in  this  area.  The  service  is  directly  commensurate 
with  the  volume  of  our  business.-  The  people  north  of  the  river 
do  avail  themselves  to  the  market  center  and  use  it,  but  as 
has  been  mentioned  several  times,  this  ferry  is  not  operative 
during  the  full  year.  This  is  detrimental  to  us  as  it  deprives 
us  of  business;  we  also  feel  that  it  is  detrimental  to  the  people 
north  of  the  river.  A  market  center  provides  a  good  basis  to 
price  your  cattle  by,  If  you're  selling  high-quality  calves, 
yearlings,  etc.,  it's  not  hard  to  sell  them.  You  can  sell  them 
in  the  country  quite  easily,  but  when  it  comes  to  selling  your 
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ANDERSON: 
THORESON: 


ANDERSON: 
ASBJORNSON: 


ANDERSON: 
MORITZ: 


slaughter  cattle,  your  low-grade  cattle,  a  market  center  is  the 
best  place  you  can  find  to  sell  your  cattle.  At  the  present  time, 
the  transportation  across  the  river  deprives  the  people  of  this  and 
deprives  us  of  the  business.  We  would  like  to  go  on  record  as 
heartily  recommending  that  a  bridge  be  built  somewhere  north  of 
Winifred,  across  the  river. 

Thank  you,  (Applause)  The  gentleman  over  here. 

I  am  Nels  Thoreson.  I  represent  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  De- 
partment Commission.  As  you  know,  we  met  with  the  highway  depart- 
ment and  have  also  responded  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  and  many  of  the  things  that  Joe  Gibson  mentioned  are 
in  our  response  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Dur- 
ing the  last  regular  meeting  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
held  on  February  26,  1973,  the  subject  of  a  bridge  near  the  mouth 
of  the  Judith  was  discussed.  The  Commission,  recognizing  the 
needs  and  desires  of  people  living  in  Central  Montana  for  a  secure 
and  permanent  crossing,  resolved  to  support  a  bridge  crossing  of 
the  Missouri  Rrver  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  present  Lohse 
Ferry.  Now,  the  Commission  is  not  suggesting  a  more  expensive 
bridge  than  the  one  proposed,  but  they  do  request  that  considera- 
tion be  made  of  a  site  as  close  as  possible  to  the  present  ferry 
crossing.  They  felt  that  that  would  be  the  least  disruptive. 
Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Thank  you.  Someone  else? 

Mr,  Chairman,  I'm  Representative  Asbjornson,  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
Counties,  District  10.  We  started  working  on  trying  to  get  a 
bridge  and  a  road  across  the  river,  at  least  I  did,  along  about 
1931  or  1932,  We've  made  many,  many  trips  to  Chinook,  Havre  and 
even  clear  down  as  far  as  Lander,  Wyoming  trying  to  get  a  road 
promoted  for  this  area,  I  wouldn't  hazard  a  guess  how  many  miles 
we  drove  in  order  to  try  to  get  a  road  and  bridge  across  at  that 
time.  We're  still  doing  that.  Senator  Mortiz,  Representative 
Barrett  and  myself  drove  over  from  Helena  tonight,  and  by  the 
time  we  get  back  we'll  have  another  480  miles  today.  We  certainly 
hope  that  this  bridge  and  road  can  be  fulfilled,  I  didn't  bring 
any  prepared  statement.  I'm  not  sure  whether  Senator  Moritz  or 
Representative  Barrett  would  make  a  statement  or  not   Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  sir.  (Applause) 

I'm  Senator  Moritz,  representing  District  10,  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
Counties,  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  terrible  thing  if  we  drove  480 
miles  and  didn't  say  a  little  bit.  Since  we've  been  in  session 
for  the  last  60  days,  that's  all  we've  done  is  talk,  I'd  like  to 
say,  too,  that  the  people  of  Winifred  have  been  very  prominently 
represented  in  Helena  the  last  few  weeks  and  I'll  tell  you  why. 
I  suspect  you  all  will  remember  House  Bill  133.  (Laughter)  I 
don't  think  I  need  to  say  any  more  I,  too,  have  been  a  big 
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ANDERSON 
BARRETT: 


ANDERSON; 


LODMAN 


booster  of  roads  in  Montana.  I've  been  tn  Fergus  County  for 
about  45  years,  have  always  been  interested  in  roads,  and  was 
on  some  of  the  early  highway  committees  that  were  formed  way  back 
in  1930.  I  might  say  that  my  first  sojourn  down  in  Helena  was 
when  we  were  trying  to  get  a  bridge  across  the  river,  either  at 
Winifred  or  Roy,  and  for  some  reason  or  other,  Roy  got  the  best 
of  you  and  they  got  the  bridge.  I  went  through  that  ^jery   trying 
time  trying  to  get  the  bridge  across  that  river  and  it  finally 
succeeded  and  I  hope  the  same  thing  will  happen  in  Winifred  in 
the  not  too  distant  future,  I  know  it's  going  to  be  a  difficult 
situation  in  financing  it  because  it  was  true  on  the  other  bridge, 
but  please  don't  lose  heart.  It  can  be  done  if  you  want  to  get 
behind  it  and  work,  and  if  there's  anything  I  can  do  just  call  on 
me.  Thank  you,,  (Applause) 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Barrett. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  Representative  Fred  Barrett,  District  10,  Fergus 
and  Petroleum  Counties,  1  don't  have  any  prepared  statement,  but 
I  would  like  to  just  comment  on  one  th^ng.  Senator  Montz  men- 
tioned the  Wild  River  bill:  I  see  this  as  somewhat  of  an  effort 
to  stop  this  kind  of  progress  in  this  part  of  the  state  and  I  trnnk 
definitely  we  need  to  proceed  with  this  putting  across  the  bridge 
across  the  "Wild  Missouri",  not  so  much  to  tame  it,  but  to  open  it 
up  so  more  people  can  enjoy  it,  and  also  for  the  industry  which  it 
can  bring  into  this  area.  Thank  you,  (Applause) 

Thank  you,  I  would  like  to  personally  thank  the  Legislative 
Delegation  for  taking  a  few  moments  our  of  their  busy  schedule  to 
attend  one  of  our  public  hearings.  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  Someone 
else?  Anyone  else?  Go  right  ahead. 

My  name  is  Bill  Lodman,  I'm  a  rancher  southwest  of  Lew^s town.  At 
the  time  that  Fergus  County  helped  initiate  this  bridge  project  I 
happened  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  he^e, 
I  was  vefy   much  interested  in  it  then,  At  that  time  we  felt  that 
it  was  important  enough  to  invest  a  sizeable  chunk  of  Fergus 
County's  secondary  road  money  to  get  it  started,  and  I'm  certainly 
happy  to  see  that  it's  progressed  to  the  point  where  we're  having 
these  hearings,  I  hope  that  we  can  continue  It  and  carry  it  on 
to  a  successful  conclusion  because  I  feel  that  it's  really  impor- 
tant to  the  economy  of  both  Fergus,  Chouteau  and  Blaine  -  and  even 
Hill  Counties,  Let's  all  get  behind  it  and  make  sure  that  it 
doesn't  stall  out  someplace.  Thank  you. 


ANDERSON: 
BUTCHER: 


Thank  you.  (Applause)  Someone  else? 

I  guess  I'm  one  of  the  bashful  ones  so  I  wait  'till  last-  For 
nearly  fifty  years  I  have  lived  in  the  Winifred  vicinity.  We 
have  barely  averaged  a  mile  a  year  of  good  roads  from  Winifred 
to  Lewistown  during  that  time,  I  don't  mean  it  took  a  mOe  a 
year,  but  I  mean  in  the  fifty  years  we  got  that  much  road;  real 
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ANDERSON: 
BUTCHER: 
ANDERSON 
HELLER: 


ANDERSON 


good  roads.  I  hope  we  don't  have  to  wait  another  fifty  years 
for  a  bridge  crossing  so  that  we  can  visit  and  do  business  with 
our  friends  to  the  north  and  northwest.  I  would  like  to  have 
the  bridge  at  the  P.N.  Ferry  site  and  good  roads  developed  to 
that  so  we  will  not  be  living  on  a  dead  end  road  part  of  the 
year.  This  area  has  been  neglected  too  long,  as  far  as  roads 
and  bridges  are  concerned.  I  say,  what  are  we  waiting  for? 
Let's  get  going! 

Thank  you.  (Applause) 

I'm  Milton  Butcher,  just  a  rancher  out  here, 

Any  further  comments?  We  have  a  gentleman  down  here. 

I'm  Marion  Heller  from  Winifred  and  I'm  old  enough  to  stand  up 
and  be  counted,  finally,  and  I  would  like  to  get  involved  in  this 
community  effort  of  getting  this  bridge  down  across  the  Missouri 
River  here.  This  is  a  great  thing  for  this  country,  We've  been 
corralled  in  here  long  enough;  let  us  out!  We  can  probably  give 
you  -  the  State  of  Montana  -  the  best  wheat,  the  best  cattle,  the 
best  hogs  and  the  best  fiber  in  the  nation  -  and  the  best  people. 
(Applause)  This  is  something  that  we  need.  We  can't  communicate 
with  our  neighbors  across  the  river;  they  can't  communicate  with 
us,  and  to  make  a  great  nation  we  have  to  be  able  to  communicate 
and  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  stand  before  you  and  give 
my  testimony.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you.  (Applause)  Anyone  else?  As  I  mentioned  before,  we 
are  in  the  yery   early  stages  of  this  project,  Hopefully,  we've 
got  a  jump  on  our  planning  and  if  everything  goes  right  that  we 
will  be  prepared  to  go  ahead  with  the  project  if  and  when  we  get 
the  money,  and  if  and  when  a  decision  is  made.  If  there  be  no 
further  comments  we  will  give  consideration  to  bringing  the 
formal  part  of  the  hearing  to  a  close.  The  engineers  will  be 
around  a  few  moments  after  the  meeting.  I  have  a  gentleman 
coming  up  here. 


ECONOM: 


My  wife  laughed  at  me!  (Laughter)  I'm  George  Econom 
and  I'd  like  to  take  just  this  moment  to  thank  these 
Lewistown  for  standing  up  here  and  pulling  for  this  b 
for  all  of  us  people  here  in  Winifred  too,  I  know  th 
going  to  get  just  as  much  good  out  of  this  as  we  are. 
that  in  a  community  of  this  size,  and  as  tough  as  it 
these  schools  going,  that  we  sure  need  this  bridge, 
our  community  a  lot  of  good,  our  school,  and  also  the 
in  Lewistown,  and  I'd  like  to  take  this  moment  to  tha 
people  for  standing  up  here  and  supporting  it.  Thank 


a  rancher, 
people  from 
ridge,  and 
at  they're 

I  feel 
is  to  keep 
It  will  do 
se  people 
nk  those 
you. 


ANDERSON 


Thank  you.  (Applause)  As  I  was  saying,  I'm  sure  the  engineers 
will  be  around  a  few  minutes  after  we  close  the  formal  hearing 
if  you  want  to  get  together  with  them  and  bend  their  ears  a 
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little  bit.  Also,  we  will  leave  the  displays  up.  You  can  come 
up  and  look  at  it  a  little  closer.  If  you  have  some  questions, 
get  ahold  of  one  of  the  engineers.  I'm  sure  they  will  help  you 
out  as  much  as  possible.  Also,  all  of  the  information  that  we 
have  here  this  evening  is  available  in  Lewistown.  If  you  have 
a  question  later  on  during  the  development  of  this  project,  I'm 
sure  that  a  phone  call  to  Mr.  Bill  Freeman  will  get  the  answers 
you  would  like  to  hear.  I'm  sure  he  doesn't  have  all  of  the 
answers,  but  that's  the  money  problem.  We  are  sorry  about  that. 
Also,  don't  forget,  those  wishing  a  transcript,  if  you  would  sign 
that  pamphlet  on  your  way  out  we  will  furnish  you  them  free  of 
charge.  Any  further  comments?  Anything  further  from  the  highway 
department?  Well,  I  want  to  thank  all  of  you  folks  for  coming 
out  this  evening.  It  shows  that  you  are  vitally  interested  in 
your  highway  programs  for  this  area.  I  wish  we  could  give  you  a 
definite  answer  tonight  that  we  would  build  it  tomorrow,  but 
that's  impossible.  I  want  to  thank  you  again,  and  good  evening. 
(Applause) 
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SCHOOL  DISTRICT  NO.  115,  FERGUS  COUNTY 
WINIFRED,  MONTANA  59489 

February  lb,   1973 
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Department  of  Highwcys 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Att:  Mr.  Grover  0.  Powers 

Desr  Sir; 


I—  •     fl/      if"  rr.,    -  . "*    - 

/- — r- — JJiUjuH  ,>-A 
^     ...'.'  P£j??.-}'?.;.lV" 


The  Board  of  Trust  es  of  the  Winifred  ScW^ls-^ 
have  instructed  me  to  write  to  you  to  express  their 
favorable  position  on  the  proposed  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River  in  the  Winifred  area. 

The  Board  feels  that  the  bridge  will  be  of 
great  benefit  to  our  community  as  well  ss  to  the 
areas  across  the  river.  The  difficulty  of  travel 
during  the  winter  months  has  always  created  a 
probler.   xhe  Board  also  :>^V  J- ";.-■■'  -'„  VmJ-^  '.-jill 
be  as  asset  to  tourists  and  in  this  way  will  aid  the 
economy  of  Winifred. 

The  Board  will  follow  with  active  interest 
any  further  developments  toward  this  goal. 


I 


Sincrely, 

Mrs.   Beth  T.  Be r gum,   Clerk 
Winifred  School  Boards 
Winifred,  Montana   S9h^9 
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Hamilton, 

March  12, 


Mr.  Grover  Powers, P. E. 

Supervisor,  Preconstruction  Section 

Department  of  Highways 

State  Of  Montana 

Helena,  Mt. 

Dear  for.  Brover, 


l  '  . 


i  ■ 


-TV 


<4sr. 


This  letter  concerns  the  proposed  Winifred  Bridge  for  over  the  Missouri. 

First,  I  have  difficulty  understanding  just  why  this  bridge  is  needed. 
True,  I  have  heard  that  the  ranchers  north  of  the  river  would  use  it 
to  take  livestock  to  ^ewistown,  but  don't  they  presently  have   market 
in  Havre  which  is  closer  in  most  cases  than  Lewiston  would  be?Comparing 
the  relatively  few  individuals  directly  benefiting  in  this  manner  from 
the  bridge  with  the  pleasure  accruing  to  those  who  will  use  the  river 
for  wilderness  recreation  over  the  many  years,  I  come  up  with  grave 
doubts  that  the  present  need  or  projected  use  have  sufficient  weight  to 
merit  impinging  on  the  wild  character  of  the  river. 

I  have  canoed  down  the  Missouri  and  I  remember  well  the  beautiful  canning 
spot  just  up  stream  from  the  ferry.  The  ferry  didn't  interfer  with  the 
personality  of  the  river,  in  fact,  it  fit  in  with  the  dying  cabins  and 
traces  of  the  old  fences  we  saw  along  the  way.  It  continued  the  feel  of 
past  history  which  is  so  important  to  the  overall  picture  of  the  Missouri 

The  serenity  of  the  cottonwood  grove  there  was  exquisite.  Fewer  and  fewer 
become  such  areas  so  why  should  we  hasten  to  break  the  spell?  Surely  it 
will  be  of  greater  value  to  our  dwindling  cultural  heritage  than  a  bridge 
will  be. 

The  Missouri  is  a  river  of  the  Nation,  much  of  whose  history  has  unrolled 
along  her  banks.  I  think  we  have  a  moral  obligation  to  ^reserve  these 
areas  much  as  we  preserve  cathedrals,  palaces,  etc. 

.Leave  us  stay  our  hand  on  this  one.  If  time  should  prove  that  a  bridge  is 
needed,  a  bridge  will  be  built.  Meanwhile,  let  us  net  remove  the  option! 


cc: Mansfield 
Metc&lf 
melcher 
Shoup 


Very  truly  yours, 
Doris  Milner,  President 


ps:  Please  make  this  statement  a  part  of  the  hearing  and  the  impact  recorc 
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CENTRAL    MOTORS    SHOP    &    WAREHOUSE 

205  3RD  AVE.  SOUTH 

CHAS.  T.  YOUNG 

LEWISTOWN,  MONTANA  59457 

March  13  1973 


Addressed  to  the  Montana  Highway  Commission 
at  a  hearing  held  in  Winifred  Montana  concerning  the 
f  easability  of  a  bridge  over  the  Missouri  river 
Northwest  of  Winifred „ 


My  name  is  Charlie  Young  from  Lewistown  Montana. 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  Fergus  County  since  1913 o  I  have  been 
in  the  Automotive  business  for  over  forty  years  and  am  presently 
operating  some  business  rental  property. 

Over  these  years  I  have  watched  our  people  move  forward  with  the 
modern  tools  of  farming  and  livestock  production  and  I  am  satisfied 
that  Fergus  County  as  well  as  our  neighboring  counties  to  the 
North  of  us,  are  making  a  substantial  contribution  to  our  State 
in  New  wealth  and  economic  Securityc 

Transportation  plays  a  very  important  part  in  the  production  of 

farm  products  as  well  getting  them  on  the  market.  Our  highways 

must  be  equal  to  the  best  if  we  are  to  remain  competetive  in  the 

agriculture  business. 

The  weakest  link  in  our  network  of  roads  in  Central  Montana 

is  th-^  fact  that  we  have  a  dead  end  in  a  North-  South  road  through 

the  center  of  our  State;  and  this  handicaps  our  financial  progress 

both  for  those  engaged  directly  in  Farming  and  ranching  as  wells 

as  those  involved  in  other  business  enterprises. 

The  two  ferries  North  of  Winifred,  at  one  time  were  satisfactory 
in  their  day  -  like  the  horse  and  buggy  was  good  transportation 
before  themachine  age  was  born.  Our  needs  are  greater  now  and  the 
ferries  are  antique.  We  must  build  a  bridge  and  the  connecting 
roads  to  it  between  Winifred  and  Big  Sandy,  of  the  highest  standards 
and  be  able  to  maintaing  it  for  year  around  travel. 
This  construction  demands  first  priority  for  the  State  and  all 
the  counties  involved  where  their  secondary  money  would  be  alocated. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


I 


Edward  J.  Skibby 
March  13,  i973  [_ 


WINIFRED  MONTANA  Lewistown,  Montana  59456 


My  name  is  Ed.  Skibby.  lira  a  retired  rancher  and  a  former  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Cc) 
missioner.  I  am  making  this  statement  as  being  in  favor  of  a  bridge  spanning  the 
Missouri  River  north  of  Winifred  Montana  at  a  place  to  be  selected  by  the  Montana 
State  Highway  Commission. 

Personally  I  spent  23  years  ranching  on  the  Missouri  River  in  the  area  that  was 
later  to  become  the  Fort  Peck  Lake.  During  that  time  there  was  no  bridge  between 
Ft.  Benton  and  Wolf  Point.  We  crossed  the  river  by  various  means,  by  ferry,  some  of 
which  are  still  operating,  on  foot  ,on  the  ice,  by  swimming  and  various  other  meant* 
The  ferry's  were  at  the  mercy  of  the  elements,  shifting  sand  bars  and  many  snags 
that  came  down  river  during  the  June  raise.  At  best  these  ferrys  were  ,  and  still  [ 
are,  only  a  very  poor  means  to  an  end. 

Later  the  Fred  Robinson  bridge  was  built  which  opened  up  a  great  ranching  area 
and  partly  removed  the  great  barrier  which  had  existed  for  many,  many  years.  How 
in  this  age  of  progress  ,  there  is  still  no  bridge  on  the  f.^0   mile  stretch  between 
Ft.  Benton  and  the  Fred  Robinson  bridge  and  the  ranchers>  operating  that  area  are 
still  crossing  the  river  in  the  same  fashion  as  we  did  53  years  ago. 


r 


The  need  of  another  bridge  on  the  upper  stretch  of  the  river  is  quite  apparent 
to  take  care  of  the  increased  flow  of  traffic  from  the  north  country  to  the  cities 
and  towns  to  the  south.  The  Railroads  seem  to  be  consolidating  their  lines  and 
tearing  up  many  of  their  feeder  roads  which  in  itself  will  add  a  greater  burden  on  o 
Highways  ,  more  heavy  trucks  willmove  freight  to  the  Worth  arid  to  the  South  and  rnor 
nrncfi  bridges  and  Highways  will  be  necessary. 

Our  existing  ferry's  are  inadequate  as„the~y  serve  the  public  only  when  the  river 
is  open  and  free  of  ice.  The  month  of  October  and  November  usually  marks  the  moveme 
of  local  cattle  to  the  various  markets,  ai  the  end  of  October  severe  cold  end  runu-  r 
ing  slush  ice  usually  ends  the  ferry  service.  Due  tcK.an.  uH^safe  river  crossing 
ranchers,  in  the  area, are  often  unable  to  market  their  cattle,  and  other  farm  product; 
in  an  orderly  manner 

The  effect  of  a  bridge  on  the  local  envoirment  would  be  negligible  as  can 
readily  be  seen  at  the  Fred  Robinson  bridge.  A  park  at  the  site  could  be  est&blisho 
also  a  boat  ramp  and  this  long  stretch  of  primitive  free  flowing  River  be  madoXiBfcA/u 
accessiileto  all  the  people  of  Montana  to  enjoy. 


<f»  E  C  E  • Y  fc 

WAR  2  0  1973 


Winifred,  Montana 
March  13,  1973 


I  support  the  building  of  a  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River,  north  of  Winifred,  because  I  feel 
it  would  be  an  important  improvement  in  transportation, 
linking  the  Northern  Highline  area  of  Montana   to  Cenral 
and  Southern  Montana;  thus  providing  a  direct  North-South 
route  from  the  Canadian  border  through  Montana. 

Bridging  the  Missouri  would  help  in  the  health^ 
economic  growth  of  our  Cental  Montana  area.  It  would 
open  up  a  direct  route  to  a  cattle  market,  and  provide 
a  shorter  route  to  the  college  in  Havre  for  the  young 
people  from  the  area;  perhaps  encouraging  many  who  might 
not  otherwise  be  able  to  attend. 

I  strongly  urpe  the  building  of  a  bridge.  I  feel 
it  is  a  right  and  necessary  step  in  the  future  growth 

of  M ont^na. 


J. 


/ffilAsfi.    {&"> 


4>?*<J 


253 


MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 

p  r  n  F.  I  V  E  D 

MAR  1  5  1973 

I 

HELENAJl^Jl^-1— 4  ?0LICY  STATE 


/  / 


Havre  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

P.  0.  Box  308                       M%  r                                       /  .   ,  ;  /  /  i 

Havre,  Montana  59501                f    ■'                              '      ■  .   ^  "'  ;  >    /  / 

r-  ■           '  '•"  -  •          ■  "■■'  •'"'  ■■/■  '■■/  -;  /  ; 

Date:     March   13,    1973                                       .'    -           "                       '         >   \  '  ■*/     1 

*—v..  '   '   r  ,  .    J ■../  X-"--  .,  . ■■■     .?7  ; 


U  I 


Subject  Area:  Missouri  River  Bridge  (Big  Sandy-Winifre*^.      '  f^L 

*'  ~  >>  •»,.  *  •' 
Submitting  Committee:   Highway  &  Transportation 

*****************************  a  ^  ^  # ^  ^ 

STATEMENT  OF  POSITION 

Area  SnL£f of^o^^uonort  JS""*"  "?  B°ard  °f  Ui~«°".   of  the  Havre 
Winifred  and  souther  of         C  V"'^  Missouri  River  Bridge  northwest  of 
Portation  in  and'oTof lorth'  SMS  ^TS^".^'^.^,^ 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 

citize^ho  ntYbltteVrolL^  J^H""*  ltSe"  enc°»P—  °ver  54,000   (.) 

Whereas   £    on!     bridef  croasW  ^   p°   "f1  ^   "^    thr°«8hout  Montana; 
Robinson  Bridge  south  of  Malt"  *  "  Bent°n  C°  Ft'  p6Ck  Dam  is   the  Fred 

to  J^^^tSS'^-h^."'  a8riCUlt"^.   —  >»"er  accessahiiit, 

buiitB:s1stooras1VposstihL!rOPOSed  "'"*  *"  °£  8re"  iOP°"anCe  to  ^  *«  — *  be 

*   (Editors   and  Publishers  Market  Guide   1973) 
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******************* 

Date  approved  by   the  Board  of  Directors         March   13.    1973 

Signature  of  the  President     Brad  Dugdale  3si*<dP     ^9^,^^ 
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CORRIDOR  HEARING     WINIFRED,  MONTANA      Mar.  13,  1973 

I  am  *o  happy  to  be  attending  a  meeting  concerning  a  bridge  across  the 
Missouri  River  northwest  of  Winifred.   Sinoe  1961  I  and  many  others  have  been 
working  for  a  river  crossing  and  better  roads,  so  that  the  people  of  this  area 
can  travel  to  the  north  of  the  state,  and  those  up  north  can  come  down  here.  Last 
summer  I  worked  with  the  business  men  and  women  of  the  Winifred  and  surrounding  areas 
getting  petitions  signed  for  the  bridge  and  improved  roads.   These  signatures  are 
included  in  the  petitions  presented  at  this  hearing, 

I  live  on  a  ranch  in  the  Winifred  area.  My  father  was  a  homesteader  here,  and 
I  now  reside  four  miles  south  of  where  I  was  born.   Sinoe  I  have  lived  here  all  my 
life,  I  understand  the  need  for  both  economics  and  convenience  of  a  bridge  northwest 
of  Winifred.  Local  travel,  tourist  travel,  telephone  crews  from  Havre,  ranchers 
from  the  highline  area  going  to  Lewistown  for  weekly  cattle  auctions  and  stud=:: 
traveling  between  Northern  Montana  College  at  Havre  to  central  Montana  and  throughout 
the  state  are  some  of  the  groups  that  would  benefit,  the  150  miles  of  river  with  no 
bridge  have  been  stusli  a  definite  dividing  line  that  it  is  hard  to  project  the  impact 
this  crossing  would  have  on  the  areas  both  north  and  south  of  the  river  as  well  as 
the  rest  of  the  state.   Someone  made  the  remark  that  there  were  forty  cars  lined 
to  cross  the  river  at  the  ferry  at  the  P.  N.  last  Fourth  of  July, 

A  ferry  is  not  a  suitable  long  range  crossing  because  it  cannot  run  a 

the  winter  months.  It  is  taken  out  from  Nov.  15th  to  Apr.  15.   Then  it  is  a  long  way 
around  to  get  to  northern  Montana.  According  to  the  report  severe  erosion  of  both 
the  right  and  left  banks  will  make  the  ferry  impossible  to  operate  in  the  future. 

The  "do  nothing"  attitude  does  not  appeal  to  those  who  live,  work  and  travel 
here  and  want  to  cross  the  river. 

Again  I  strongly  support  a  bridge  at  the  P.  N.  Lohse  ferry  crossing  and  improving 
the  existing  roads.  According  to  the  report  this  is  the  m  ore  stable  part  of  the 
Missouri  River  channel, 

Louise~fe,  Butcher 
Winifred,  Montana   59489 
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NOTES  FOR  BRIDGE  HEARING 
Winifred,  Montana  -  March  13,  1973 

My  name  is  Joe  Gibson  -  I  am  the  BLM  District  Manager,  Lewistown,  Montana. 
Although  comments  were  not  requested  of  BLM,  I  have  written  comments  on  the  Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  the  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

r 

He,  in  turn,  has  forwarded  comments  to  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  Mid- 
Continent  Regional  Office  in  Denver.   BOR,  I  presume,  will  comment  formally  on 
the  statement. 

My  purpose  here  is  to  bring  this  back  to  a  more  or  less  local  level.  Although  my 

comments  may  not  coincide  precisely  with  those  of  the  BOR  they  are  never- the- less, r 

a  summation  of  my  one- the- ground  report  and  should  provide  emphasis  for  a  few 

r 

important  points. 

r 

First,  I  would  commend  the  authors  of  this  draft  for  their  description  of  the 

environmental  qualities  of  the  immediate  and  surrounding  area  and  for  their 
evaluation  of  impacts  which  could  be  expected. 


, 


I  believe  it  is  a  well  written  statement  which  discusses  quite  adequately  the 
impacts,  both  adverse  and  favorable,  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  on 
lands,  resources,  and  people  in  the  area.   I  do  suggest  additional  consideration 
be  given  to  some  of  the  bridge  and  access  design  characteristics  which  may 
influence  environmental  impacts. 

1.   Stream  bank  erosion  is  cited  as  one  reason  that  the  ferry  can  no  longer  be 

considered  a  viable  alternative.   This  same  condition  would  certainly  affect 
design  of  a  bridge  and  approaches.  What  will  have  to  be  done  to  stabilize  the 
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stream  bank  above  and  at  the  site  of  the  bridge  to  protect  it  and  the  approaches? 
Would  this  protection  require  some  channel  work  upstream?   If  so,  could  it  be 
designed  to  also  protect  the  historic  P.N.  warehouse  from  further  bank  erosion? 
What  would  be  the  impact  on  the  channel  down  stream  of  rip-rapping  and  constric- 
tion at  the  bridge  site? 

2.  There  is  little  discussion  on  possible  impacts  on  wildlife,  particularly 
waterfowl  which  nest  or  reside  in  this  vicinity.   This  could  be  quite  critical 
downstream  from  the  Bridge  if  substantial  stream  bank  modifications  are  required. 

3.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  impact  of  an  improved  road  through  the  P.N.  Ranch 
headquarters.   The  existing  road  passes  between  the  old  residence  and  the  corrals 
and  outbuildings.   Dust  is  now  a  problem  and  with  increased  traffic  it  would  be 
worse  if  the  road  is  not  surfaced.   Paving  or  improvement  will  tend  to  increase 
speed  of  vehicles.   This  could  create  an  increased  safety  hazard  to  people  and 
livestock.   Fencing  the  right-of-way  would  separate  the  headquarters  residence 
from  the  outbuildings. 

4.  There  is  only  a  brief  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  construction  or  improvement 
of  the  connecting  road  from  the  south  (page  31).  With  increased  all-weather 
traffic,  this  road  will  have  to  be  improved  for  several  miles.   Visual  and 
watershed  impacts  could  be  critical,  particularly  in  the  rougher  areas  and  on 
the  hill  between  the  uplands  and  the  Judith  River  bottom.   The  existing  road 
crosses  several  areas  of  extremely  steep  slopes  and  unstable  soils.   In  order 
to  properly  evaluate  long  term  impacts  -  future  improvements  should  be 
considered. 
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I  understand  also  that  any  structure  across  the  river  may  have  to  meet  minimum 
requirements  imposed  by  the  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  to  minimize  navigational  impacts. 
I  would  urgently  recommend  that  full  consideration  be  given  to  navigational  needs 
in  the  design  of  the  structure  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  free  passage  of  boats 
and  other  craft  on  the  river.   The  proposed  bridge  design  has  not  been  revealed. 

An  alternative  not  proposed  by  the  Montana  Highway  Department  is  the  construction 
of  the  bridge  and  approaches  at  the  present  P.N.  Ferry  location.   The  acceptance 
of  this  alternative  would  not  require  the  loss  of  any  additional  productive  range 
or  agricultural  lands.   The  proposal  would  not  damage  or  infringe  upon  the  Judith 
Landing  Recreation  Area  and  its  grove  of  cottonwood  trees  or  any  of  the  known 
arcneological  sites  that  are  present  in  the  immediate  vicinity.   The  Lewis  and 
Clark  camp  site  and  the  Indian  Treaty  Council  site  of  1855  would  also  not  be 
disturbed.   Both  of  the  latter  sites  mentioned  are  to  some  extent  modified  by 
current  agricultural  uses,  however,  some  of  the  proposed  road  or  bridge  locations, 
especially  alternative  D,  would  further  alter  the  sites  to  an  alarming  degree. 
For  the  above  reasons,  the  alternative  of  constructing  the  bridge  and  approach 
roads  at  the  present  P.N.  Ferry  location  is  recommended  as  the. number  one  choice. 

I  heartily  concur  that  improvement  of  the  river  crossing  in  this  area  is  justified 
to  provide  a  reliable  all-weather  access  route  between  the  highline  communities 
and  Central  Montana.   I  recommend  that  if  a  bridge  is  to  be  built  that  the 
"New  Alternative"  as  proposed  here  should  be  given  priority  followed  by  Alternative  C 
as  described  on  page  33  of  the  impact  statement.  Alternative  C  would  require  some 
modifications  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  possible  conflicts  with  the  Judith  Landing 
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Recreation  Area  on  the  north  bank  of  the  Missouri.   Both  Alternative  C  and  the  new 
alternative  should  be  further  studied  to  minimize  any  impacts  on  the  P.N.  Ranch 
headquarters  buildings.   It  is  recommended  that  the  south  approach  spur  to  the 
proposed  bridge  follow  and  overlap  the  existing  roadway  as  nearly  as  possible  and 
not  be  developed  as  a  high  speed  traffic  carrier.   Proposed  Alternative  C  would 
be  quite  adequate.   This  recommendation,  if  implemented,  would  best  protect  the 
aesthetic  and  historic  sites  of  the  area,  would  not  require  the  disturbance  of 
additional  land  surface  and  would  better  facilitate  possible  future  recreation 
development. 
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MUSEUM    BUILDING       •       P.   O.   BOX  818       •       LEWISTOWN,    MONTANA      59457       •       PHONE     ( 406 )     538-5436 


9   March  ,  1973 


Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Corridor  Public  Hearing 
Winifred,  Montana 


Gent  I emen  : 

The  Business  Development  Association  of  Retailers 
in  Lewistown  are  anxious  to  add  their  voice  to  those 

a!  ready  on  recor»d  as  strongly  urgsng  an  early  beginning 
of  construction  of  a  bridge  across  the  Missouri  river 
North  of  Winifred. 


In  contacts  with  travelling  people  from  North  of 
the  river,  and  with  the  people  of  Central  Montana,  it  is 
quite  evident  that  the  pr»©s@^t  150  e^iSe  stretch  of 
river,  now  unbridged,  is  forming  a  formidable  barrier 
to  potential  commerce  and  general  travel „ 

In  our  humble  opinion,  any  small  encroachment  upon 
the  esthetes  values  for  a  few,  will  be  far  outweighed  by 
the  rnsi^y  benefits  to  the  entire  State  of  Montana  as  this 
road  and  bridge  ties  Central  and  Northern  Montana  closer 
together . 


Sincerely    ^  ^ 
Dean  Miller,  Chairman, 


c\ 


-  -  mm  $m?m.  w^WA  Rl^ERfk« .  - 
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MUSEUM   BUILDING       •       P.  O.   BOX  818       •       LEWISTOWN.    MONTANA      59457       •       PHONE     (  406  )     538-5436 

1 3  March  ,  1 973 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 
at  Corridor  Public  Hearing 
on  Missouri  River  Bridge 
Winifred,  Montana 

Gent  I  emen  : 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
strongly  endorses  the  proposal  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways 
for  a  bridge  across  the  Missouri  river  North  of  Winifred,  and  approach 
roads  on  the  North  and  South  affecting  Chouteau, Bl a ine, and  Fergus  Counties. 

The  need  for  this  link  between  Central  and  Northern  Montana  has  been 
recognized  and  worked  for  over  the  past  20  years  or  more. 

After  studying  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  project,  it 
seems  quite  evident  to  us  that  the  tremendous  economic  and  social  benefits 
to  be  derived,  far  outweigh  any  small  encroachment  upon  the  natural 
environment  of  the  area. 

ALL  progress,  or  development,  of  ANY  type,  or  in  ANY  area,  will  change 
things  as  they  are    at  present,  and  must  be  judged  upon  the  ratio  of  benefit 
to  loss.  This  project,  in  our  opinion,  should  cause  very  little  loss,  and 
should  be  a  tremendous  benefit  to  the  immediate  areas,  to  the  people  of 
the  3  counties  directly  involved,  and  to  the  entire  State  of  Montana. 

We  heartily  endorse  the  proposed  project  as  one  of  great  importance, 

and  of  great  potential  value  to  our  people. 

S  incerel y 

for   the   BOARD   OF   DIRECTORS 

Burt   9,'bson.    President 

LEWISTOffirwft  (ffiW^ROF  COMMERCE 

Serving  CENTRAL  MONTANA  since  1908 


AREA    L/  '0U 

MUSEUM   BUILDING       »       P.  O.   BOX  818       •       LEWISTOWN,    MONTANA      59457       0       PHONE     ( 406 )     538-5436 

March  13 ,  1973 


Mr.  J.  H.  Anderson,  Director  of  Highways 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 


RE:  Prepared  to 

Corridor  Public  Hearing 
Project  R.  S.  68  (6) 
Bridge  Site  Study 
Northwest  of  Winifred 


Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 


It  is  my  pleasure  to  represent  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  my 
capacity  as  Chairman,  Roads  and  Highway  Committee,  in  regards  to  Project  R.  S.  68  (6) 
and  to  speak  for  construction  of  such  a  project «, 

The  Lewistown  area  has  been  actively  interested  in  such  a  project  for  many 
years.  Some  present  here  are  aware  of  concerted  efforts  to  build  a  Missouri  River 
Bridge  in  the  Winifred  area  dating  back  to  the  period  of  the  early  1920' s.  To  ray 
knowledge  such  a  project  has  never  been  so  close  of  accomplishment  as  is  represented 
by  these  hearings  and  we  are  very  pleased. 

The  Chamber  feels  that  three  points  should  be  made  at  these  hearings: 

First,  we  wish  to  support  the  need  for  such  a  project.  One  of  the  weakest 
components  of  our  Central  Montana  community  is  its  transportation  system. 
Construction  of  this  proposed  bridge  will  extend  the  reach  of  commerce  of  both 
sides  of  the  barrier  Missouri  River  and  will  provide  the  necessary  linkage  betwee 
Central  Montana  and  the  northern  counties.  Today's  interest  in  Central  Montana 
is  indicated  by  the  attached  petitions  in  support  of  the  bridge.  Some  937  signat 
representing  108  occupations  in  37  communities  are  represented  and  are  submitted 
hereby  as  an  attachment  to  this  letter.  The  business  community  of  each  of  our 
cities  and  towns  are  totally  in  support  of  the  project.  The  benefits  of  such  a 
project  will  affect  our  Central  Montana  citizens  by  enhancing  this  community, 
augmenting  its  economic  base  and  by  making  our  area  a  better  place  in  which  to 
live  and  work. 

Second,  we  wish  to  comment  on  our  review  of  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental/ 
Section  4  (F)  Statement  for  the  proposed  bridge.  We  feel  that  the  report  is  a  go 
one  and  that  it  discusses  all  components  of  the  problem  fairly.  We  note  that  the 
bridge  will  not  preclude  the  river  from  being  used  for  recreational  and  irrigatio: 
purposes  and  that  the  report  minimizes  the  importance  of  the  visual  impact  of  an 
addition  by  man  to  nature  in  behalf  of  the  well  being  of  man.  We  conclude  this 
balance  to  the  property  taken  and  we  believe  that  construction  of  the  project 
should  not  be  affected  by  minimal  considerations  of  visual  impacts  of  a  bridge 
in  arr  otherwise  'primitive1  areas  as  constituting  a  valid  reason  for  not  supports 
the  residents  of  the  surrounding  communities. 

Serving  CENTRAL  MONTANA  since  1908 I 
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And  finally,  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  feels  that  it  should 
not  take  part  in  the  determination  of  any  one  of  the  alternate  sites  as  long 
as  the  project  meets  the  needs  of  our  Central  Montana  Communities.  We  feel 
that  such  determination  should  be  based  on  engineering  studies  yet  to  be 
completed  in  combination  with  the  wishes  of  the  occupants  of  the  immediate 
neighborhood  where  they  offer  valid  considerations  affecting  the  engineering 
studies. 

In  conclusion,  the  worth  of  any  public  project  must  be  measured  in  terms  of 
its  potential  contribution  to  the  well-being  of  the  community  served  and  this 
must  be  measured  by  its  affect  on  the  individuals  of  the  community.  It  is 
the  pleasure  of  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  to  agree  with  the  objectives 
of  this  project  and  to  support  it  in  any  way  it  can. 


Donn  Pennell,  Cna"1rman 

Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Roads  and  Highway  Committee 


DP:LSB:ms 
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July    1972 

To:    Montana  Highway  Commission 
Helena,  Montana 


This  petition  concerns  a  bridge  over  the 
MISSOURI  RIVER  in     CENTRAL  MONTANA. 


WHEREAS  ;   Because  of  its  enormous  size  and  terrain  through 
which  it  flows,  the  Missouri  River  is  a  geographical  barrier, 
especially  dividing  the  flow  of  traffic  between  the  counties 
of  Blaine,  Hill  and  Chouteau  on  the  North  and  Judith  3asin 
and  Fergus  on  the  South. 

WHEREAS  ;  There  is  no  bridge  serving  these  communities  and 
other  points  in  Central  Montana  for  approximately  150  miles 
between  Fort  Benton  on  County  Highway  230  and  the  Fred 
Robinson  bridge  on  I'S  191. 

And  WHEREAS  ;  The  economy  of  Central  Montana  is  now  more 
dependent  on  closer  cooperation  with  its  neighboring 
counties  than  ever  before  with  modern  transportation,  we, 
the  undersigned,  commend  the  Montana  Highway  Commission  for 
the  steps  they  have  taken  to  eliminate  this  transportation 
hazard,  and  petition  that  it  will  complete  the  feasibility 
studies  at  an  early  date,  establish  a  bridge  site,  and 
extend  Montana  Highway  #  236  North  from  Winifred  to  connect 
with  the  most  desireable  route  on  the  north  side  of  the  river. 
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We,    the   undersigned,    pe      tion  the  MONTANA   HIGHWAY   C(      II SSI  ON   for   an  0 

early  completion   of  the   proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above       . 
\'l  in  if red* ........ 

NAME—      - BtlS<NESS~(if   any)-n - RESIDENCE 

A€  fitted*  ..  _    JOj&sJ dL^i  ^<±^t^^ 

—Xafr  —  i 


t£<X-K2-XJLd 


-U}jXi?^-(h£L^ (2/A 

** //       ^T    .. 


^y^ys^^^/^lL 


'<?^Ae/\ 


t-^C. <f  £^-_ ^t<JeZ^  -pfi 


T^d^b^  Li  qu-va_' x  -  -  4*^_^  (k^  J4fc ' 


^^TI^OQluJb  t/- Aclo_  ZVL/L/a/. 4^AJ^'J<hj^J^  fU* 


_  M-J-  s£<*^c^^ &^p^^^y^  _  _ 

—     —    — .         —    — —     — ._T«_—.    —    __^     —    —    »_     —     __     —    __—_____^     __    _    __     _     _    _     __     — . 

_  J u<*sii.  j^--y^4A^ ^j^^Z&lui^-  _ 


Jl>^_  4<a^A/^A£X/y- 


\^?^i^yy^e>-. 


267  ^ 


We,    the  undersigned,    pel       ion   the  MONTANA   HIGHWAY   COi      i SSI  ON    for    an 
early  completion   of  the   proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above 
W  in  ifred 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


BUSINESS-(if  any)-c 


lLi^^J^^^</^  _  _  U^^<d^JU £^J^:4^     r 


[ 
[ 

: 


W»~L  Si^X 4W&4P _  _  _  i'i  _  _"_  _  '      ' 


07^^^-. y*****  ------ 


'  4&&6J4_.&~4&L* 


J±b  -1  -  _'_, 


^ 


<^2 <^j^j.~£.^i£<-<L&^- 

M^^y^.  X)jrt*u*L> /LjtsJL  -  -  - . » j^tt^*&&4i 

Cf^/L  Tz^JLpf^ Mtiat_ __ ^L^^U^c^— 

£  ^^^  Y&±~V- £feV- ^/J^y^f\  ■ 

J)  SJpAAjs.  . . .     ' 
x 


/, 


^    -    " 


g.K&'W-'©' 


/' 


^ 


r 


if'; 


^ 


/" 


We,  the  undersigned,  pet   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COT  1SSI0N  f or  ft* 
early  completion  of  the  proposed   bridge  over  Missouri  river  abovV  J 
W  in  if  red. . 


it-* 


-J 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if   any)- 


RESIDENCI 


.^pJL^Ui) 


j3&^YV\_ 


.ri^m  B«f  „  k,,  i  «i»  ^^B  n  o^»  _- —  ^bb  «c=J=  fk»  cnX>  MM*  «^»  JB*  — t-  «^K  aa^  ,  tm^m  mmm  «^  ™^»  «^K  i^W  an  «»r-.  ^E^^^"^^  C^K[       <• 


XJQ&JJ. 


^C2^  ^^f26^  J&^JL *— 7-r  -tb 

£e^JUt3 iG^-S-r^/^^ 

*^f^£Z~<. ^£^L*^^r-^: , 

j&&qUs . 

+1  A  Q^^rx.  /IjU^*.  _  _^f  *^22^___  C^~Ar 


^<-t<3f-H«fc, 


jK*'i  * 


/.-  f, 
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P*Y 


We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO'  ISSION  f^or  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed   bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W in  if red. 


2- 
1$' 


NAME 


BUSINESS-(if   any)-~ --' RESIDENCE 


/  / . 


/ 


y^f  £LiAc  ^J-^^r-^^L ^J^^^^r^-^' . '  1 ', 

■>&jr^-i\  _.  _7/_ :sL.. 


r 


r 


/' 


L^^^^^^A^  _ 


££> 


&<nslj.     ;i'/2^        ^    /^.TT^V-  Ai^eJ  J<^1  ay?  r>** 


r- 


C 


--FM-- JfeYiw:-    L 


/^^  _  a. 


^i'  „'w  jo^V^a.  _  _  A&^ij.i+'Z/t / 'v  _  - 

%zf*&2g£fl .  L  L  -  L  d  -  . 

SSk^ iL^  S-<h?*jL-. 


JL&*>J^o^  y_ 


[ 

c 


^  _2&4£^u_  -  _     -  : l^^^t^^^d/  - 

O^x^O  I^a^^vOl  JBteS*8@^t Ca^^Q^td^     - 

&cri*jb'-.  ^u^f^tu^ B^-X^tkJj(1- 


27a.. 


i-i     2--':; 


We,  the  undersigned,  petition  the  MONTANA.  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  for  an  early  completion 
of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  River  above  Winifred 


^l^os^ 


'J—- 


NAME      c***** _—__-____„. BUSINESS    (if   any) 

HZ2M«^.  ^£2^. 

<-/ -  — M_"7_   _  'J  L*&£^J'-   __.._. 

-  *  jhI^l^s  _  _  2  <__£_C**_t 
-<2g_2_,  ^T7<^ryyirr%  _  _ 


_8IJi-U'_E 


_    -^O^i-K^^V?--^-    -    -    - 
_C^-_t-_-^'v_^--_^-^_K<*' "-"*--'  -^\     1 


.rr  -1--- 


_^  <_    _-_    _ 


J/ 


A 


/./. 


V 


/.' 


V 


'A 


_X_--C /_-<-_/_   _■  *  '_",-cS_'-_ 


^  ^t'sJk&L A/lO_  ^^-_U^tOV 

1    ^^U^_ 


__c^_u_£_i'>  jr&dLj<A£z4'b<a44>&vu' &y^-2?£-t*£&^*.-wJ27jT± 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pi   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C  MISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
Winifred 


NAME 


"X 


RESIDENCE 


y 


BUSINESS-(if  any) 


*4  - 

.  J£Ji&± W^^Ji\ 


f. ^Ud^d^L i^dA^^£l?^ 


£aj£2U,  ffct^J  _££ 


_U3_ 


_  _  _ jfc«*&&t. =^h^yJi  _ 

jQ*k  &/i^ <^^U~ &_fc4±®*±^ 


Mr^\- 


JD^^^S^xK.  1c^£^_  Jfow&i* ^4f&-  S^^^_W 

_  y^^i  {A^M^^ Oxa^2^-- Li^^e^Tv  -fe 

_^^i^/r/ ^ 

AmJ^Mt . 

^j5/_  fa&tMfp^  _  _  _ i^o^k-.  _ 

J^i£jLjL*£^ \^^Lr J^LtJiL,  m^ri  _ 

"$o4^fyJ$a/P e^u^^ £^^_^2r^ 

_  ^^x^^jei/y^vt^  i&JL^/a^ ^Pi±-Ll 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe   jion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   I SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed   bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  ifred 


1 


f 


NAME 


BUSINESS^  if   any)- » 


RESIDENCE 


w&k  O^^  .___ ;z/* 


^^fiJ^H . „  .7^f . 

£bj%u_  A _ ^£o^-,<f?J^^ 


fc^o  udSxtStt 


%&  &J%. 


C— 


sS^tl/£c&' .  _  ^/2^_  ^'"^^2fia«  ^# 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe   cion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C(   I  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  if  red 


€ 


NAME 


t  y 


BUSINESS-(if   any)-n -    RESIDENCE    £ 

^^/^K^rC-J^ ^iL    J^~L     ^^^^ttr^^. \ V F 

-J\4'  ■U^_ . /&ef  JiL  JP4r^ u. ': 

'a 
r 

[ 


UkVjl 


rjh£-4£ 6J-2 _  Z4a?£-s£-' .^k<J^fe<^ 


l<f. 


K^ryy_.^rt^ 0£tZ ^z^kytL,-^7^^    [ 


■r 

A 


[ 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO'   ISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  ifred. 


y 


\ 


NAME 


BUS«flESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


.  i/^kc^t^^L^L  Cf ^ j2<4s<*a2Z^O^ 

£jtf^ntj^^l£^ ?6od/_£_  j3J*d- Jt^^£^^L  ?*^ 

^i  iv-ck  oT d8i/L {\£-z.>Je\L t'C2sJ!  t^w  a-^1*-^ 

—     —     —     —     — '  —     — /*-     £>     «-     —  *-p'   —     —     &-     —J-   —     —     —     —     —•—>;—     —     —     —     —     —     —     —     —     —     —     —     —-     •= 

jB&uS-  -  k^v4  £->p ^^aI^^^^^ 

■yU^^^fyJLs0^a  \ ^.XJQypau*^ JkyLnA^cL^r  2*W 


'.to*. 


£+JL<L 


£-1.  2 


/ 


^J^Zr^a^"^  -±=r  V», 
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y 


.^i.  i/*=£- 


^_  _  _ 


We,  the  undersigned,  pc   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C   1ISSI0N  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above  t 
W  in  if red. 


NAME 


6 .  .  ^2> 


BUSINESS-(if  any)-~ 

-.K&QS-I2&  C 

.JY'e/Ltj£ ^fe<4/4<QJ<2U 

L 


l  _  _  _  m^_p.M^. 

^7  .'      /,5'/>L># 


^-^^t_js_-< 


L&A^&Ay 


2<f^Jd^h^^ $Jbd- . d^t^ft^  _  L 

Ir'^rrr^'i^ ^^itf^^L ^ -  -    [ 


S?i^ 


:VL 


^C< 


/* 


L 


uhJJL  ^-p^U*^r\ p^^c^V . ^^i^fe-^r^-  _ 

^3^^JU^i Aft.CC  Jy^. *-<±'if7i 


&&jb\s 


[ 


d_t.1_     


^'<-< 


^4>21 

Jfo&£5@j&*yt.  _  j^fti^'- -3^ 


[ 

: 

[ 


We,    the  undersigned,    pt      tion  the  MONTANA   HIGHWAY   C      4ISSI0N    for    an  ^/ 

early   completion   of   the   proposed      bridge    over  Missouri    river   above       , 
W  in  ifred. 

BUSINESS-!  if  any)--- - RESIDENCE 


>« 


'J/dtfu 


U^^^y^L  ^jzz^- 


rite  ^%/ji^^^s^rC  - 


£~-t,i 


flails/' 

::yyj~j_:: 


-i^-i'-i.-'  ^-i'  'i-i-    _    _    _    _    _ 


t£/jOMi*&^ 


_  LrL&>Zf  _c^T \£XLe,su3<xu 


—f^&Zz<<£L^i /fcj£^_r 


0* 


^ 


^U^^^^^Xu^ ^^qMw^  JtftJtL 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pet   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO/  'SSION  for  an      p 
ear ! y  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   < 
W in  if red. ........ 


L 


NAME 


—  BUSINESS-!  if  any)yy RESIDENCE 


-1^2 trM^rt^^^. ^^2^iS&^f 


"T??^^  Djul^o^^  Jla^ltHsA^  . QAjl^  GZ+^u-  -  ^Z^Za^a^  - 

-  -^  ^£L-Hr  _  _  _ &*^    **2Zte>jfcl L 

_  jUfyJl-  (H^l^H* 2^%^/-^  &2*n^tZ I 

-  - -^ -^k^w  -  -  - y^4^^ 


^_  L 

^Lul>l%^^" '-  %£fff?-h  \?£*2~/l  -  _     [ 

_  2^044  Ll  j^S^< iM*j^r,^&&v£  *  - 

^^...^fi^OG .  _  _4^|^U_  _ 


^<^^^yt^ 
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[ 


We,  the  undersigned,  pet   ion  the  MUNIA«*A  HlbHWAY  CUT  "bb  I  UN  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  if red. 


>  I 


NAME 


BUSINESS-! if  any)-- 


RESIDENCE 


m 

3W£t-.  x^^^Ji^^lti^L  . P ^(/l/^^I  - 

fuJll  /^^<JfP£AU^£' 

^V-^^|t^ /C~^ 

ikku^^i^i^  _ , Ji^Y^L. 

-/^-^^^^l^ . ^r^Al  - 

Ctd^C^^j^w^^     . ifcfi ' a 

fy  ^C^^s^^^U^ _ lr^^4: s^ 

td&G-*<L  -*<£eX^£*>+J-, . 


£ 


«^#,*- 


(jj^ZjjL^pi 


<*4J 


h-<~4>\* 


O-tK 


-  Q^ii  ItLu^^Js^^  _  _ . $^S 

ji&iz&v  1K<t±*i>£  _~. jh&yoA^ kh*piL 

—     —     *—     —      —     .^    •<—     —     —»^-.     _     —     _     _     _r^fc.     _-._____.—     —     -_.—      __     ^>«_     j,*.     _     . 

-^fbjjhb  £r_  _ 4^A^ J^V^--  - 

^£^U Ajl^Ll^l  - 

279 


We,  the  undersigned,  pet   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COT  'SSI ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
\'l  in  if  red 


J* 


NAME 


1aj-^4^s^ 


jn, 


BUSINESS-(jf  any)-> 


RESIDENCE 


[ 


d^JdiU^jldi^ . --;-- ^i^4^/^C 


_ UjJ*^P«£-  fa1 


/*• 


^2^7 ._ 


r^-^2 

_  3£*sL'^2id«w jfe 

jy^uJfJL  Ju^/uJJmhjl . 

_Q&.jfa&'*- --_    __  Vi^ 

j£^T  A^£* JW~*^y*JL_ 

Jlkind)-l.  JuJLkx ^)i^Jui/r^7Ml- 

I/O  /^       ,*o  .  r'  .  -    •        ^  X       /- 

sia^x*M*d<3«<Xz^ - l^'idajJu  yj^z:, 

S^jAJJaa*^ /- XA&^i^^S 

}^&ZJUJ- J^J&J+Jb+Jrr 

_^^*' £a*k*J/kfZ-      , 


/- 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COf  1  SSI  ON  for  an       %\ 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   » 
W  in  if red. 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


fJL 1 . 4^^^J^€^- 

s^UjQ  (±*±uttX* .  -  A'/jdZatAL 

^jD^J^\3^Q^^  -, 2*JTKZscv  Jh&yil^^ 

7,-_ ifa, 

r  M^<U*MsUf^U  _  _  £UuMix*$jl>-  _ 

til" 


(MU. JbA^&£f*S^L: CU* 

-^^^E^JjlA /&^<&-+^j/a UJl^L^^<Ai  ~ 

y^Aj^Mtb^  „  ; JcLi&iJlvU &&%%£*& 


h£a^-/SSZ2£b&Crtj DIa. 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COI  J SS I  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
Winifred ' 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


it 


^^n*/_  <-,  _  f-i^a_  _  _  _  _  /U,-Al MtfdL  Mit: 


t 


■~r l 


/) 


-^(t^M^r?^-  _______  _^w_~4f'L  - 


Sfi  k 


c  <- 


_i-£>_  Jj  •     ^^/^/^l 4s M~  IS  di* 2i  * "_"'  _"_:_' 

™~  ^^Bi  ^^™  BBBB       ^^TT  •■"•  *^"^  t^  ■"™"  ■■■•  B^B»  *B»  MB*  BBBB  BBBB*  BOB*  BBT'        <2BB>  BBB>  BBBB  BBB»  BBBK  BBB>  4BBBI  BBBP        'BBB»  BU  BBBB  *  By  B^B>  «BB  *«B»  «^»  ^a_  m_ 


<_      . 


^-^ 


__^______^_^_ 


,^€S^iii,j C_^_^_ jJz£.A£-  _ .  1 


~  _^_^-_ ^ 

;<^'id^Srl  ^i*l*jL~jZ  -^§j_  L 

282 


We,    the   undersigned,    pet       ion   the  MONTANA   HIGHWAY   COI      .SSI  ON    for    an  0 

early   completion   of  the   proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above       ,  — 

Winifred W 


NAME  BUSINES8-(if  any)-* 

^  "/<l'^^c<^ff . &&d&&z^2Zft. 


RESIDENCE 


-   ^S_ DL; 


//. 


HZ. 


. (vS?\aar*au 


_ J&^L-  rrt?I^2'^tr-^ 

_  _// _ _ Q-tdj -^^r^fe(^J~ 

.'i .  _  _ . . . « ;ii4.4i^*uA^ 


T^y*^ 


f 


y 


// 


// 


// 


1  ^^*         *^»         ^^»         «■■»         ^^M^         «^»         mcv  **         ^B»         ^^»         o^m  <Ma»         «^»  wn  ^hb  M9B         MOBk         aan»  *n^         *^»  ^^«s  «™»         ^a»  ™^  a^»  ^»*  €e^  ^"/    t«^»         *■»         ^^»  a^»  y     ^_*  i 


/* 


f/ 


7b*? 


/%. 


/ 


-/*/# 


dl±+L. ......  j^Q*~<£  _ 


ri^  J^-^J^T 

W  MMbhtiL i^iwi/rf 


A/  /7 


\***xfi—  w>  *z<t**a^. 


We,  the  undersigned,  pe   ;ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO. .  -•  I SS I  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   » 
W in  if red. 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


■~<*t-^  <-'Cfl     Ji   ^-^ 


ttl-rJtZL-*-: 


eUS«NESS-(if  any)-~ - 

C&L*&£ * dj&sf^aC 

-ir_*^  ^n %r^tr _  _  JH^  J^^.  _  _   r 

(2%_  -2<^J^.  jb 


We,    the  undersigned,    pel       ion  the  MONTANA  Hlflfc|tt«  £C      1SSI0N    for    an 
early   completion    of  the   proposed      bridge   overt*  wt*wevr i    river   above 
W  in  if red 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)«. 


RESIDENCE 


-ajHiuTiCte 


_^^. .  .  .^  w._  .^  V 


-  A  A? 


LX 


(  1  e~-?/    ; 


'dMMW&dJLt*^  _  _  _  -  Jh***^'. J&if  J&uU^±  J^ 


/ 


:c^zt£<. 


^^•J~MkjJ^ J&fcU -N*-  -'-'- 

^^i^ ^Cl^c/cay, &CttL<urL ^^-  ^^cUl^/- 

JishiU*^! &^-<#Z-t^L  _ 


*l?4r*jr-- /v&f.  *J*&%£*£l  (-  L 

i(.--uy--- 


'__y_l>__<_^_r 


f    ( M_ 


r  " 


L?tfZ 

—  »_N_-fc_^>£  "^Z ^  _f%_£*_Z  . 

<LdfflML\  ~  \~M5JjL _. 

gtkyA^^t. ^J^Ld. &j*4fi*jLr 

j£  t^i^^-^i,  -^X*^z£~ ___________  ^__^__^_^_  ____,__,  *  •__,  —  —  —  -_^*i^—  J-T-'^-ae^--'  _ 

O^U^QJ^^I^^ _1feU _  _  _  ^^SXJ^2^^ 

4^^J^^k^r^ _^_W^ ^-^kftj^V'. 

<^__<_1  _fe_£^£  _  _  _  J&2__^. ^^^_H^ 


^^ci iT --A*L*£*^- 


?  Af^-d \ ru&^-J /_^  _^__-_f^_  ,_  _ 

f  IL  C^i^^ $a^^=^L  . QiCq  __^^_^_  _ 

MU/lb+o^--  ~TT  — 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe-   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   I  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   < 
Winifred %1 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


I 

1 

I 

b<&ibu>l IjSuri-Sa  &£  r 

a ^k^fi 

J/k^&A**4*4i L^_Ai<  L 


^ 


^ 


^:-  E 


<^ 


[ 
[ 
E 
[ 

[ 

: 


<? 


L<£  ^2^_ i^2£Wv 

_^kZ^_ ^y^X^- izz«*/7z  _ 


r- 


: 


We,  the  undersigned,  pe   cion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC  J  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W in  if red 


NAME 


■i-Wc 


8US<NESS-(if  any)- 


.    RESIDENCE 


/J*  J £*<&*£ 


'1-C-11 


f--^U^JL>t  /J£^_  Q^vjnrL itelzA 


V—t,-\^ 


&*<***%.  \ . 


lT" S^i?^^.    £J-  —    


<^4dfe 


Mt/2fo 


'JU-*-dJ^ 


0 %^_Xu* :'_ 

£^k^d4aJpLU-  -  J^ic£i&/ju^S._ . ,  -  -  - 


We,  the  undersigned,  pe   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  (X  .  I SS I  ON  for  an      )M 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   « 
W  in  ifred. ........ 


NAME 


BUSINESS^  if  any)-~--- RESIDENCE 


L 
I 
E 


z? 


&l/f 


[ 


a  r9/4 


...  [; 


\z_r\£r±  &[&$$. ^ 


^ 


.  -4£*d&L.t 


[ 
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We,   the  undersigned,    pet      ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY   COT     rSb  1  ON   for   an 
early  completion   of  the  proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above 
W  in  if red. ........ 


<TJ 


-> 


2 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


-r 


BUSINES8-(if  any)-. 

-M&u&L* $fe±  £uf$xu\ j^Lxl^  -  ^5f&5 

*£fc kamjL^- UjL 


JUa^  _  _  2>L  ^-^^^w  _ jSL<&2J4^Z 

J&24&H/  - -  -  -  s- /^T-  lA-^k-W-4  £*&&& 


I'l^W^^^u*^ ,_ . -Txc 


v^ojjieJ<l' <:*£&t4Zg6&>* 

-ffr^zAsL-C . rs 


S-X&Uz^L 


T 


«ssd^fetf-*^L  ^  ^^^&<-zL-^  _  Z73%£z2^!T-  . 4*' //'J^G^L 


sT< 


u._  J^ta_)ite^ . hu^4  i£J£ 

_J^^M/*^^^i 3lVD^^"IT Gli^~u  t.  e^si. 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe   ;ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   I  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed   bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   • 
W  in  if  red 


NAME 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


is&L<&*<^  £^}&&^??f-  _  J<^y?^F^^ .  __  /?< 


~-rv 


^Mlct 


T 


I 


v____r A^SzJ^M 

Z : JU  Ji 

>.-]Sr^^3^^C  Jpkr?l  _-=.„. ^flj^^L  uf^Qy^Y 


Wd&^j^ 


& 


_  _  _  _^^C  _ ^  _  _  _^  _ 

j. 


*> 


He,,    the   undersigned,    petition    the  Uu'ATk/A  HIGHWAY  CuLIlISSIOf    '.or   :yrj    early   Roisplaiiior. 
of    the   proposed  bridge   over  Missouri  rtiver  above    Winifred-   -   -   -   - 


lU<-^X:f 


\  ki  L  feyt  i/i  u 


L*--      ■         ■:  "  1_  <■    Is' 


■  I 


9a 


leodxam 


a^$~<. 


Q± 


■7±AtCr\' 


Q.UwJ/L;  r/ 


r><'*-2i-n 


'^/llto    '\i*&rKtd/ 


-* 


j  ''  /  /         / 


tZu^t 


*7)      U  &  s>  , 

/  H  7-<-^     C-rv     1.1,1.     A-      "///,-  -,  .; 


2^ 


X 


'/ 


^-^ 


}/%j^d££- 


£J*'9*<<    (- 


/ 


/Z^^ca^/± 


<K^}/7  sCsfW^. 


*K 


^S/c+^l 


Ky 


^ 


yi 


/ 


^IPa  t  &M 


v./ 


/  %^^LLj^_r_ ..: 


/' 


r^  ^< 


v\ 


*■  /£« 


/' 


»**- 


d£zzti*t 


A*>  f  w^    Vv   >/v/-T  .- 


S: 


__J?/!7Ji/-spr* 


.f  /*.  ^lvM/ 


/, 


*3/£a 


■C_A, 


tkcr 


-jCcM+tt&ttS* 


/f 


'V 


'fyfiwt*^  ^ 


frl^ 


/'/' 


^Ci^'t^cc 


(/ 


_    )??„,/,/  .^,  „,r^ %^^~A^  as. to;  5L .w^ 


We,  the  undersigned,  petitic   ;he  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  f   an  early  completion 
ol    the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  River  above  Winifred  - 


L 


NAME 


••  BUSINESS   (if  any)-  - RESIDENCE 


Ar  «  -    ^^k^Ju^^ 


/^^j^c^^jJ^  f 


M. 


// 


OL^A^ 


-^ 


JChy< 


f 


f40~ 


^h/M&L&^JL 


f 


^thti /£ 


f 


'■?,■: 


I    X  Uy^ 


— ■■■>  f   '  j'  m. 


V    '9Q1  s 


^L^^- 


-^kq 


tf¥7 


\\t\  1  j;1  si;  r;3  u 


i    t 


i^i-Jioi    tr.ii  M.LKTAI-&  ITIOH'jAY  Gu:\:.      J.U-!   for   Mi   o-r?.y   oor.^1 


;*Wj<  "M  d 


)^^u 


V 


j  i^A 


3C 


yA^o^-uc/^ 


.,.'  A.  V  YXi 


Sva;-A-\v. 


^ 


V 


AfMA^JUzL  C_jJ/aJc. 


^M^Cx^C 


S^^L^  ^^4 
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We,  the  undersigned,  rv   -ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  <X   I SS I  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  tk_  proposed  bridge  over  Mis  /ur i  river  above 
W  in  if  red 


HME 


BUSINESS-(if  any)» 


RESIDENCE 


S^f^r  _>>_  ~&£&~£*^ ^^Ttd>-^r  ^         . jfi*!  >    .S^^^s?** 


/O 


jtfs*^^-  -  &£*&£ --J0 

J0&£&*L-  -  -  - rJL 

Jlkx^^^k  -  u*  *./*-  _ 4k-j^5^—  _ 

^^^^^^iS^: x-"-"-  * 

r^^r^^y2^ (43-^U ^u^^.C^^yJ^52^ 

l^swKts^fiL  -S.  >;9^/a£>^v\  ^^\s>cn £  _ 


tTlUr^- 


v^  ^c^j^trLl^ 
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,Vc,    Juhe   undersigned,   petition    the   fcluHTA/iA   HIGHWAY  CUMtilSSIu' 
of    tha   p   roposcd   oridge   over  Missouri   Rivar  above     Jinifrod   ■ 


H 


tor 


it 

■j  conplc-txcfl  ^ 


NAUa- 


:ui 


SD-JaSS    (if   any)- .l^SIjJl.Ji 


(^^O0 


h^husl^_ 


WiAAt&r  W^ldyfuj^ 


uui'n&y^ 


/f 6-VT^lAcA    t-S  faStAPA. 


aJ*lr~ndLr 


-2^- 


f^^.    1A  /  ^J/i^^^i 


'ku,.     tiLei,  f//a 


«9\fiLsrL 


0^=L 


/S%"     1/dJ/  ^W*)/>^J 


M^ifM^ 


M^- 


J\UU'^U^ 


urts' 


r/<d&&L* 


*->r*v. 


(frtfc  a- }h^y^^K 


3^w-<c^lz 


tr^<rr^ 


lA<j^tVoyRj\R^n Ui.iMi£fiiCl 


.'e,    the   uad-a-Bisnad,    petition    the  MuYUfc.ul     ' I£»r,*A     COMMISSION   for  ar   o- r]  -   ooruJo-o- 
of    1,3   proposad  bridge   over  Missouri   River  above      in  if red  -   -   -   -    -    - 


"   -'^^JSIK^SS    (ifY,y) IWSldtf.'UB 


V 


/?&* 


:-/.[ 


s-k     fi.n  t^J-JLp^r^J^     ^Z_G5l>LX 


Wtftfj       Q^fU^^xs 


L 


^V^Y  ^T^  /^j 


u  fa=c^JU<  ^t^j^V 


-^^JS/mJ :   J^M^ii^ 


t 

L 

[ 


We,  the  undersigned,  pt   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C   4 1  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  if red. ........ 


57 

a 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


BUSINESS-(if   any)--- —  • 

ML^I^^l. >it  £<^'Jt,J^^£ty£>£-  _  - 

C&uh<^  J^ J~#s&fur  -.Z#j-  a . Azs^/jl  ?z>e."  y%^^r 


:1 . {iL-J^k^i^j/i 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe>   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   I SS I  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  if red 


r 


NAME 

T 


7*\mmR BUSINESS-* if  any)^> 

^d±*£- 'J. . 


'--?--   RESIDENCE,     M 


Vb.y. 


l 


J 


:^ 


4^i£-> ~£*£ybP<.  —  —  — 

^-i?-  „'Z^r£^ ---I/- ^ 

-4^^-^n^^< Jfy&y*t&s<L-  _  _ . - . •_ 


—  j-  ^ 


I 
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I 

iVe,  -the  undersigned,  petit,  j  the  MCNTA.KA  HIGHWAY  CUMM  'SSIOK   ;r  an  early  conpletior. 
of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  Rivar  above  Winifred  ------ 


S3 


N-'Uij]   - MUSINSSS  (if   ar,y) ■RjKalDJN'JjS 


-+ 


O  nStJs\  77^  ^u,   /Jio^i/a^ 


/nuvc&^ 


7?7.i0.  /r,.  ~ ,.//  Jf^/A^ 


%  f\  J$, 


/ 


''A/fyUYyA  < 


QjLuCt^^a  .  ,V??<vJ^ 


C./^%z^'y  /^^j 


<~*^*> , 


^^^^u 


'At 


<r*^4  Oto^O 
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.e,    -the   undersigned,   peti       n    the  UUNTAKA   HIGHWAY  COMMKSIo:       or  an   earl  J  conpls-fcicn 
cf   the  proposed  bridge   over  Missouri   River  above   Winifred  '  


:(jJ3IOJ. 


BU'SBJjiSS    (if    airy)    -   -   . 


p    / 


-£-* 


- 


*L/qsisi&4  ^  *£<-J '  J-^-Ufb  /[j 


L 
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We     the  undersized,    pe      .ion  the  MONTANA   HIGHWAY   CC       ISSION    for    an  u 

early  completion   of  the  proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above      , 
W  in  ifred. ........ 

NAME  - BUSlNESS-(if  any)-* - 


RESIDENCE 


yu  <  <m^f^rj^Cf^ 


JkcA  J/--&44J 7_ -  c%-  *£*ti  &W 
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We,    the  undersigned,    pe      tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  Ci      1ISSI0N   for   an  I 

early  completion   of  the  proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river  above      «  )\ 

Winifred T 

NAME         — - BUSINESS-(if  any) RESIDENCE 

O&pVAxbL  S)i  t^^CL-       lifiy^K^^r X^j.  ??&&£-  _ 

Y^-  (S^S^>fl  -  -  C^^efUn ^U^piL^ri^ 

w.     ------- juJBitL  At&U—    u 

/f    ^7                    **                     j#  — 

JZtf&^xr*  MMtPC^L $^0&&Zt^ /4/l^^S-fc  ^7*£p 


I 
I 
[ 

L 

r 
[ 
[ 
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c 


57 


:IOFjAY  OolS'.I^RIiiH   foi 


V    of-    Is-tio?) 


ri;: 


■'ia     *he  undorsiened,   petition   the  I/:l;;T/>.  * 

of   the   proposed  bridge   over  Missouri   River  aoove   Winifred  

___ _ -HliSLiJSS   (if.  anyp ^iSID!^:^ 


1jJ  f^^U^  •  .v 


/^Uz*  -^<  -  -^  ^ 


^UT 


We,  the  undersigned,  petitlc   ;he  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  f   an  early  oompletion       C 
of  the  propoaed  bridge  over  lussouri  River  above  Winifred  

-BUSINESS  (if  any) -RESIDENCE    T 

/  ^     <?T.— c — *■    ,r s— ->*.-l..l.4i=,^l  , -'..ai^ii&j ;.  //'t  c- 

^-  (XJ^djLc^ fJa/c^L 1lL^Md>L.. •= 

<2JL^__j2jk&£       /fc^JL __ %^Jd&£>    C 

, _ [± ___  r 

<?y^<H^<;    fefaAjl^. _2jl*^Juas -^d&&fa£^M£ 

^***  ^% ^JLJ^l. ^S^Uo^t £ 

'  -;    - c 

L 


i 

z 
I 
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[ 


We,    the  undersigned,    pe      tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C(     1ISSI0N    for    an 
early  completion   of  the  proposed     bridge   over  Missouri    river   above 
W  in  if red, 


S-{if  any)- 


RESIDEMCE 


C&£^jrfJfJ?-C/'^L  G ^2V/^r 


>*t0<Sr--. 


s*?2%72&L ^Q^^'^^S. 


-"i^- 


/T 


_^4  cjSk--  £t  ^  Co Asfa 


Si<J.<L& 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pi   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C  MISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W in  if red. ........ 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


-&L 


-  ...  [ 
C 

c 


€--. 


-^S^^y^.feS^r -  _^>--^^  [ 

-----ZZZIII   c 

::::::::::  i 

L 

zzz-zzzzzzz  c 
j- 


r 

L 


r 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO'   I  SSI  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
Win  if  red 


c/ 


NAME, 


--BUS<NESS-<if  any) 


RESIDENCE 


j&i&tf^' . 


'§&-& 


V 


y':^V.  ^ 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pel   ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   ISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  if red. ........ 


, 


NAME 

-f~- — 


/       i 


1 


BUSINESS-(if  any)—- 


"& 


RESIDENCE 


_CB£WVl  C&£rtDc 


V   ClA^Lc^h 


/ffi-I* 


p    -#- 


^7< 


j^|ril^^A±yL^r_  4  y^^i OjJl'i^/ -^f^t^-W^  3tl&^--< 


*3r*wi-«*»r^.&. 


./4s^  —  — . 


^^y^j^jTk^yyx.)  _/  iAcj  <-X 


I 
[ 

c 
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We,  the  undersigned,  p   it  ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  (   -MISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  ifred. 


fcj 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


C 


NAME 


_  Q&-te^_  MlM&~ 


^&^^&£^b>i±L&&l  -  Jl/^^J4^0^- 


x/*?' 


y^/<M^Jr^->Z C^^^^(hr^^J^=~Z. ^.^^jfy-^^l 
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WBJ   "fch3  undersigned,   petition   the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION     for   an   early   completion 
of    the  proposed  bridge   ovar  Missouri  River  above   Winifred  -   - 

muz -  -   BUSB.'JSS    (if   anyp HBSIDMJE 


l     ^kULd^LhJ^ 


^^JLS^^  :Wty/)&  ^ 


/ffa^is^' 


\  UH^-cAC4 


f-^*ULXc^ 


t^i 


'2^_±r*^*-^ 


u*~&smJU\  ^ 


^"^m      wf^i  ~^m        w  ^*^^^  ~^^f    *tm^^^  JC 


CX-«-oZ323«£=C2rdj^ 


*M 


^Z 


*^*q6i*JL —  ^~ 


<-/.//  s*u\  s&.L  <&L_  -,..       ^- 


'■b 


L 

C 

L 

r 
r 


[\9 


'I 

We,  the  undersigned,  pet  -ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CO.  ISSION  for  an         / 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above   , 
Winifred. 

NAME    BUSINESS-!  if  any) ---- RESIDENCE 

,  'JiUo__  d>'±  ^y^lj:^^ 
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We.  the  undersigned,  petitic   .he  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  f   an  early  completion 
of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  River  above  Winifred  


7 


NAME 


•BUSINESS   (if  »ny) ""   ^RESI tEWCE 


t 

I. 


i 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pc   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C   MISSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
W  in  ifred. 


1 


NAME 


RESIDENCE 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)-> 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe   tion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  C(  ilSSION  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
Win  if red. 


J 


NAME 


Jfc«tf 


BUS<NESS-(if  any)- 


RESIDENCE 


( /"  A"    "7V  " "TACT    '    -"ST    .    /j 

l. ^^tyw*4 


~>T._, 


5-4*"^- 


1 

L 


1 


p 


k 


r 
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We,  the  undersigned,  pe   ;ion  the  MONTANA  HIGHWAY  CC   I SS I  ON  for  an 
early  completion  of  the  proposed  bridge  over  Missouri  river  above 
Wi„;?-£d 


c  * 


HAME 


RESIDENCE 


Bl?SINESS-(if  any)-- - 

£)r  _  _e^A  _ iWG#,^'^j- 

'_  _  _£Aj) $£<JM*t~-L,  %**£  - 

..  hiu 3h*d3aU^  vuJL  _  _ 
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vlONsAm  illCriWAY  COMMISSION 

MAR  1  9  1973 


1   HELENA,  V  .^^A \ 

State  of  Mom tana 

Department  of  Highway* 
Helena  -  59601 


Gant  lament 


1024  Lootvf;  Street 
Missoula  — ;  6(9901 

Karefe  }4J  JL9?i 


.■I 


nTTnttTtrtm 

iiTTTTTtam/TTiirr] 


n 


Thank  you  for  Including  me  on  your  mailing  list  to  receive  a  oopy  of 
the  proposal  on  Project  R»S.   68(6)  -  Bridge  Site  Study  Northwest  of  Winifred* 

This   proposal  will  certainly  provide  year  around  shorter  miles  to 
travel  for  people  wishing  to  pass  thru  that  area  and  will  divert  traffic  from 
the  Fort  Benton  and  Eobinson  bridges  and  approach  roads* 

tfhile  it  may  have  some  long  range  economical  impact,  there  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  any  great  eoonomioal  improvement  in  the  area  served  by  -die 
Robinson  Bridge* 

To  minimise  damage  from  disturbance  of  the  earth,  construction  »i  ould 
keep  outs  and  fills  to  a  degree  that  will  produce  usable  grades  and  estab_  ah  as  , 
direct  an  alignment  as   possible  to  keep  road  miles  to  the  lowest  feasible  xtumbei  « 

Thjre  is  a  question  of  protecting  the  present  campground,  well  and 
cottonwood  tri»o* •     Possibly  a  land  span  of  bridge  on  that  side  would  be  of  help 
in  this  respect*     Too  short  a  bridge  oould  hinder  the  flow  and  cause  flood  damage 
Trees  can  be  produced  from  plantings* 

I  am  a  little  confused  as  to  why  a  bridge  would  affect  wild  or  scenio    i 
classification  of  a  stream  any  more  than  a  cable  across  the  river  handling  an 
unsightly  ferry*     This  same  thinking  also  applies  to  the  road  which  is  already 
there  on  both  sides  to  simply  be  improved* 

If  carefully  engineered  I  see  no  objection  to  the  proposal* 


AGE/d 


Sincerely, 

A*   G*  Brskine* 
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|         MAR  1  6  1973 

Afarch  14,   1973 

H.   J.  Anderson 
Director  of  Highways 
Montana  Highway  Commission 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

I  was  present  at  the  Winifred  Bridge  Corridor  hearing  last  night.     It  was 
my  pleasure  to  speak  in  behalf  of  the  Lewistown  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  to 
submit  the  area's  petitions  in  support  of  a  Missouri  River  crossing  in  the 
Winifred  area.     One  of  the  points  in  my  statement  in  behalf  of  the  Chamber  was 
that  the  bridge  should  be  placed  as  a  result  of  engineering  studies  and  suitable 
cost  estimates. 

The  studies  represented  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  were  all  in 
terms  of  the  Lohse-PH  ferry  sight.     It  would  be  a  shame  if  the  thoroughness 
shown  for  the  one  sight  was  not  applied  to  another  equally  probable  site,   the 
Stafford  ferry  site. 

After  the  meeting  concluded  last  night,  I  was  able  to  visit  with  some  of  the 
'river  residents' .     They  were  asking  the  question,   "Why  not  Stafford?"   —  and 
they  seemed  to  ask  it  on  the  basis  of  their  analysis  which  indicates  the  Stafford 
ferry  to  be  the  better  site  for  the  bridge.     They  were  full  of  opinions  on  paving 
distances,  etc.  and  felt  the  bridge  site  to  be  an  easier  crossing. 

Your  office  must  have  done  this  preliminary  analysis  work  for  the  other 
site.     For  my  information,  I  would  like  to  be  assured  that  the  work  has  been  done, 
at  least  on  a  preliminary  basis,  and  would  appreciate  knowing  why  the  Lohse-PH 
ferry  site  seems  to  be  the  correct  site. 

Sincerely , 


Donn  Pennell 
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Montana  Hi^pma; 
Helena,  Montana 


Hilger,  Montana 
March  15,  1973 


Dear  Sirs, 

On  review  of  the  Environmental  Impact  statement  on  the  proposed  bridge  be- 
tween Winifred  and  Big  Sandy  please  accept  the  following; 

I  would  generally  agree  with  most  of  the  findings,  however,  I  believe  you 
overlooked  the  adverse  effect  of  more  traffic  and  people  on  the  residents  and 
wildlife.  More  people  disrupt  ranching  operations,  Wildlife  will  be  foreed  out 
of  some  country  i&si3diate3y  adjacent  to  the  road. 

I  endorse  the  project  provided  maximum  environmental  safeguards  are  taken* 
I  would  hope  the  Fish  and  Game  campground  can  be  replaced  or  saved  at  the  appar- 
ent best  bridge  site,  Alternative  C. 

The  spur  road  from  the  Stafford  ferry  road  to  the  P  N  road  must  be  kept  away 
from  the  river.  I  would  preswase  terrain  would  dictate  this  also  but  if  it  does- 
not  it  must  be  kept  will  away  from  the  Missouri*  Alternative  3  appears  tc  be  the 
most  satisfactory. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts. 
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Montana  Highway  Dept. 
H  eiena, 
Montana     J>9bUl 

uear  i>irs: 

The  Lewistown  Koo  &  Gun  Club  wisnes  to  express  their  leelings 
on  tne  proposea  nignway  &  bridge  from  Wimfrea  to  tag  Sandy. 

We  are  in  support  of  a  bridge  across  uie  Missouri.   However, 
we  feel  that  tne  wilaine  snouid  be  protected  at  ail  cost.   Thereiore, 
we  would  endorse  alternate  ft   3 J  We  leel  tftat  this  is  tne  logical  site 
for  tne  onage.   The  terrain  has  far  greater  qualities  ohan  any  other. 

However,  we  must  protect  or  replace  the  Fish  &  Game  campground 
at  tne  site.   We  must  also  taice  measures  to  insure  that  farming  & 
rancmng  operations  are  not  disturbed  and  that  destruction  of  wildlife 
habitat  be  kept  to  the  very  minimum. 

Also,  we  suggest) that  the  suggested  road  from  Stafford  Ferry  to 
the  P.N.  Ranch  be  kept  far  enough  Back  from  the  river  that  it  does 
not  disturb  the  natural  flow  and,  scenic  values  of  the  g;re«t  Missouri 
River. 


''Tom  Hertford-Sec. 
Lewistown  Rod  &  Gun  Club 
Lewis town, 
Montana  59457 


SAVE  AT  LEAST  SOME  0£  WHAT  GOB  CREATED  FOR  THE  FUTURE  ! ! 
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CHAIRMAN 


Dan  Morse 


COMMISSIONER 

Ray  Patrick 


COMMISSIONER 


Jack  Swinney 


BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSION'S 
HILL  COUNTY 

HAVRE,  MONTANA 

March  19,  1973 


State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
Public  Hearing  Unit 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  is  written  to  declare  Hill  County's  interest  in  the  proposed 
bridge  crossing  of  the  Missouri  River  on  F.A.S.  236  approximately  24  miles 

northwest  of  Winifred,  Montana. 

There  seems  to  be  no  adverse  social,  environmental  or  economic  impact 
attendant  to  the  construction  or  the  proposed  bridge  and  the  spur  road  on 
the  north  side  of  the  river  to  connect  the  Blaine  County  road  system  with 
Route  236.   For  this  reason  we  support  the  siting  and  construction  of  the 
bridge  and  spur  road. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project  and  anticipate 
that  you  will  proceed  with  construction  plans  without  undue  delay. 

Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 

BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
HILL  COUNTY 

J 


Daniel  Morse 
Chairman 
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Upi er  Missouri  Group 
Sierra  Club 
1400  N.  Benton  Ave. 
Helena,  Montana 
March  26,  1973 

Dear  Mr.  Powers, 

Ae  have  reviewed  your  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  near  Winifred.   V,e  find  it,  quite 
frankly,  inadequate.   It  seems,  in  a  phrase,  that  if  you  have  read  one 

highway  impact  statement you've  read  them  all.   The  dearth  of  environmental 

impact  information,  evaluation  and  discussion  is  glaringly  absent.  The 
engineering  and  overly  simplified  economic  information  abounds,  but  the 
total  view  of  the  total  impact  seems  to  have  been  lost  along  the  way. 

We  fail  to  understand  your  lack  of  appreciation  of  the  uniqueness  of 
this  free  flowing  stretch  of  river.   Lest  we  all  forget— in  the  rush  to  do 
something,  build  something,  that  tti^imton   ha*  exceedingly  few  un tampered 
reachea  of  river  left.   It  mens  to  W:tha«  the  value  of  the  area  is  increase 

ing,  increasing  very  rapidly without  Jaighway  and  bridge  development. 

Certainly  it  is  worthwhile,  more  that  worthwhile  to  look  at  the  total 
picture  of  the  whole  stretch  of  river  and  see  what  is  truly  best  for  the 
whola-a*«a,.   It  is  essential  that  the  whole,  the  overriding  view  be  taken, 
before  wjs  commit  to  a  single,  irreversible  choica. 

Yonr  "do  nothing"  review  is  totally  inadequate.  This  is  as  important 
a  part  of  the  review  process  as  any-— yet  it  is  left  to  a  few  overworked, 
wholly  rudimentary  phrases.  An  honest,  total  apprasal  is  surely  needed,  yet 
left  In  this  statement  touched  only  by  a  few  superficial  comments.  There 
is  a  gaping  h.<4«  itt  the  statement,  in  the  do  nothing  option,  yet  the  only 
treatment  is  ^he  Band-Aid  of  unsubstantiated  claims  revolving  around  lost 
possible  opportunities  and  continued  inconvenience. 

We  do  not  oppose  a  bridge,  per  se,  but  we  do  expect  an  honest,  informed, 
open  discussion  of  all  the  impacts  on  this  area,  and  the  options  available. 
To  do  laas  is  to  fail  your  mission  of  providing  the  best  for  the  state  and 
her  people* 

We  look  forward  to  reviewing  your  revised  impact  statement. 

Sincerely, 
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